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Abstract 
In the hotel industry, the relationship between customer satisfaction and loyalty has always 
been ambiguous, as a satisfied hotel guest may not necessarily be loyal.  Loyalty is of greater 
interest to the hotel industry as it translates to more business opportunities. The primary 
purpose of this study is to investigate how camaraderie and emotional customer satisfaction 
can predict potential service loyalty. Empirical tests of the relationship between camaraderie, 
emotional satisfaction and loyalty had never been conducted before in the hotel industry. The 
findings of this research suggest that camaraderie has a direct and significant relationship to 
the four phases of loyalty, cognitive, affective, conative and action loyalty. This research will 
contribute to the body of knowledge on customer satisfaction, camaraderie, and loyalty and 
provides theoretical and applied suggestions for the hotel industry. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Customer satisfaction and loyalty has always been of great interest and importance to both 
businesses and scholars. Customer satisfaction is important as it leads to business expansion, 
higher market share, and to acquisition of repeat and referral business - all of which would lead 
to improved profitability (Barsky, 1992). Loyalty is essential as it may act as a barrier to 
customer switching behaviour and has an impact on the development of a sustainable 
competitive edge (Keaveney, 1995; Gremler and Brown, 1996). Loyalty has an impact on 
financial outcomes and acts as an indirect predictive measure for financial performance such 
as repeated patronage (Buttle and Burton 2002; Morris, Barnes, and Lynch 1999) customer 
retention, customer market basket, long-term profitability (Gould, 1995) and market share 
(Bhattacharya, Rao, and Glynn 1995; Reicheld and Sasser, 1990). 
 
There had been numerous research studies which had established a positive relationship 
between customer satisfaction and loyalty (Bloemer & Kasper, 1995; Caruana, 2002; 
McDougall & Levesque, 2000; Oliver, 1980; Yi, 1990; Szymanski and Henard, 2001) and also 
countless others that demonstrated a lack of a direct relationship (Fornell, C., 1992; Reichheld, 
1994; Oliver, 1999; Yorgey, L. A., 2002). Despite the large number of studies on customer 
satisfaction and loyalty, there is a lack of consensus to support a strong relationship between 
these two constructs-customer satisfaction and customer loyalty (Capraro et al. 2003; Stoel et 
al. 2004; Pan et al. 2012; Bolton, 1994; Rust and Zahorik, 1993). The link between satisfaction 
and loyalty has been quite indeterminate to date. 
 
This had led to a debate whether customer satisfaction was a cognitive construct or an 
emotional construct (Babin & Griffin, 1998; Bagozzi, Gopinath & Nyer, 1999). Cognitive 
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satisfaction was defined as a rational thought process from perceived value or utilitarian 
benefits of the product or services based on product attributes and could be assessed rationally 
based on ratings. Emotional or affective satisfaction was defined as the hedonic or experiential 
benefits based on intangibles like trust and relationship (Robinette et al., 2001) and was 
subjective. 
 
According to Stauss & Neuhaus, 1997, the divided view in the relationship between customer 
satisfaction and loyalty could be due to the focus on customer satisfaction studies being defined 
as a cognitive construct, with the emotional (or affective) construct largely ignored and the 
cognitive component of satisfaction alone had failed to serve as an effective predictor of 
customer loyalty. This was supported by Liljander and Strandvik (1997) who argued that 
customer satisfaction included both affective (or emotional) and cognitive components as 
behind every stated physical need of the consumer lie higher-order emotional needs that must 
also be met (Halloran, T, 2013).  There were 2 aspects of satisfaction to consider, the technical 
aspect and the humanistic aspect. The technical aspect focused on the tangibles while the 
humanistic aspect focuses on the intangibles.  The latter was especially important for service 
industries that offered beyond tangible products.  
 
There had led to studies that investigate emotion as a fundamental attribute in satisfaction and 
that customer satisfaction should include a separate emotional component (Cronin et al., 2000). 
These handful of research studies, with emotions as a construct, investigated emotional 
satisfaction based on positive or negative emotional responses of customer elicited from the 
service quality and was focused on operational activities to ensure customers’ expectations 
were met during service delivery. This line of research had narrowed down the concept of 
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customers’ affective response as customers’ emotional reaction, suggesting that it was 
positively correlated with the concept of customer satisfaction.  
 
The hotel industry had been chosen for this study, due to personal insights and experiences in 
witnessing how the industry wrestled with satisfaction and its impact on loyalty. While one 
thing was clear, when people were NOT satisfied they tend not to be loyal. This brought to 
mind whether there was an aspect to satisfaction that can help to raise loyalty? After all, it was 
probably loyalty, rather than satisfaction that was driving the hotelier’s efforts. Just looking at 
and measuring cognitive satisfaction in other research was a useful starting point. Much like 
identifying a moon that orbited the earth was a useful starting point, it was time to study the 
space between if we were to navigate it successfully towards our goal.   
 
The advertising of hotel firms that promoted a sense that your stay would be like a day at home, 
“our home, less like checking-in, and more like moving in” was often seen. This indicated that 
hoteliers understood that consumers needed camaraderie, but little had been done in this area.  
While the concept of camaraderie would seem intuitively to drive the individual’s level of 
satisfaction with a service, few rigorous studies had been done to date.   
 
Camaraderie had been examined in previous literature in context of employees’  happiness at 
workplace (Rego, A., & Souto, S.,2009, Butler, T., Armstrong, C., Ellinger, A., & Franke, G., 
2016), driving quality of life and life satisfaction of ocean cruisers (Lusby, C., & Anderson, S. 
,2008), in charity sport event (Filo et al, 2009; Filo, K., Funk, D., & O'Brien, D., 2014) and for 
virtual communities and online gaming in retaining a coherent group identity and establish 
shared social incentives (Chen, M. ,2009). Examples of camaraderie were commonly depicted 
in events, such as Tough Mudder (Weedon, G., 2015), and sports clubs, which promoted 
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camaraderie amongst customers and employees that is united through shared experiences. 
Tough Mudder promoted camaraderie by getting participants to overcome obstacles. Members 
of sports clubs had a lot of camaraderie, to come together to support certain football, baseball 
or cricket clubs etc. regardless of a winning or losing season. The long-suffering Chicago Cubs 
(Holt, 1992) or Boston Red Sox had been shown to have some of the most loyal and intense 
fans despite generations without a championship. Camaraderie had been shown to deliver 
strong bonding, and emotional responses from customers in other settings but it had never been 
explored in the field of emotional customer satisfaction and loyalty least of all in the hotel 
industry.  
 
This research aimed to investigate Butler, T., Armstrong, C., Ellinger, A., & Franke, G. (2016) 
camaraderie in workplace to predict employees’ happiness and job satisfaction to translate to 
camaraderie in hotels to predict emotional customer satisfaction(happiness) and loyalty.  
Martin, Jones, and Callan (2005), observed that employees whose perceptions of the 
environment in which they were working were more positive and more likely to report better 
adjustment in terms of higher job satisfaction. Along the same vein, Rego, A., Souto, S. and E 
Cunha, M.P. (2009), also used camaraderie to infer employees’ satisfaction. Since 
organizations could create camaraderie among their workers by creating a culture that promotes 
teamwork, collaboration, openness, and friendship (Nohria et al., 2008), it was possible to 
replicate this in the context of a hotel industry, in creating a spirit of camaraderie that propels 
people to work towards a common shared goal together. 
 
Over the next few sections, a theory and model would be advanced of the relationship among 
the constructs, camaraderie, emotional customer satisfaction and loyalty. It would break down 
customer satisfaction into the emotional component and advance a theory on how camaraderie 
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would better effect emotional satisfaction and was a better predicter of different phases of 
loyalty. 
 
The remainder of this research was structured accordingly. Following this introduction, the 
research presented the research context, followed by literature reviews and development of the 
hypothesised relationships among the constructs of the proposed model. The methodology of 
an empirical study of the proposed model was then presented. This was followed by a 
presentation of the results and analysis of the empirical study. The final road map would be put 
up and the research would conclude in the discussion of the implications of the findings. 
1.1 Purpose of Research  
 
From an operations management perspective, for hotel general managers (GM.), this research 
was highly relevant as it could differentiate segments based on their loyalty and it would create 
opportunities for GMs to make effective operational decisions. GMs in charge of customer 
acquisition, retention and tracking depth of repeat, could decide which was the right platform 
to utilise. To expand and improve their businesses, hotel GMs should have a clear perception 
of which factors provide customers with higher value (Slater, S. F., & Narver, J. C. ,2000).    
 
From an industry perspective, this would aid hotels in implementing their brand strategy, to 
decide on what to concentrate on, to match the right services with target markets so as to 
maximise loyalty from hotel guests. 
 
Table 1 Definition of terms 
 
Construct Definition  
Customer satisfaction A complex human process, which involved 
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 cognitive and affective processes, as well as other 
psychological and physiological influences (Oh and 
Parks, 1997). 
Emotional(affective)customer 
satisfaction 
The hedonic or experiential benefits based on intangibles 
like trust and relationship (Robinette et al., 2001). 
Loyalty (Service Loyalty) Potential service loyalty was examined. 
An attitudinal and sequential process in which customers 
become “loyal first in a cognitive sense, then later in an 
affective sense, and still later in a conative manner” 
(Oliver,1997). 
Camaraderie Camaraderie would be closely related to values of warm 
relationships with others, sense of belonging, fun and 
enjoyment in life, and excitement (Kahle et al., 1986). 
 
 
1.2 Research Questions  
As mentioned, previous research had debated the link between satisfaction and loyalty. This 
research intended to differentiate itself by investigating, 
 
(i) if using camaraderie, drives emotional customer satisfaction, and could in turn 
predict loyalty? 
(ii) if camaraderie is sufficient to drive customer loyalty? 
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1.3 Research Agenda 
This was a mixed methods research, comprising of quantitative and qualitative research that 
aimed to study the phenomenon of how camaraderie predicted customer satisfaction and 
loyalty. The target population was hotels in Singapore.  
 
The independent variables were camaraderie and emotional customer satisfaction. Potential 
loyalty was the dependent variable. 
Chapter 2: Research Context  
 
In this section of the paper, we would first examine the two different components of customer 
satisfaction.  
 
The first type was the cognitive component of customer satisfaction, brought about by rational 
analysis of the customers and the second type was the emotional component of customer 
satisfaction. As there had already been numerous researches on cognitive customer satisfaction 
and loyalty, in this research the cognitive aspect of satisfaction would be held as the control 
variable.  
 
For the purpose of this research, satisfaction was posited as having both a cognitive component 
and an emotional component. The focus of this paper would be on emotional satisfaction and 
cognitive satisfaction would be held constant by studying the same segment of hotels(4-5stars), 
where it was assumed that SERQUAL had been met. The tangibles were the control variables. 
This was consistent with findings (Boon-Liat & Zabid, 2013; Markovic & Raspor, 2010; 
Ramsaran-Fowdar, 2007; Su & Sun, 2007; Yilmaz, 2009) that the higher the hotel category 
according to the star classification system, the higher the quality of services provided by them.  
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The emotional(affective) component of satisfaction would be the emotional domain, pertaining 
to either positive or negative emotions.  
 
The following sub-sections proceeded to define emotional satisfaction, service loyalty, and 
camaraderie in the context of this research.  
2.1 Customer Satisfaction  
There had been many definitions of customer satisfaction, with no universally accepted 
definition (McCollough, 2000).  Customer satisfaction is a complex human process, which 
involves cognitive and affective processes, as well as other psychological and physiological 
influences (Oh and Parks, 1997). 
 
According to Liljander and Strandvik, 1997; Oliver, 1980; Wirtz, 1993, the cognitive 
component of satisfaction referred to a customer’s evaluation of the perceived performance in 
terms of its adequacy in comparison to expectation standards and was based on customers’ 
experiences with the product or services at a point in time. Physical attributes or tangibles 
fulfilled the physical need of the user (Halloran, T., 2013) and contributed to functional 
benefits. Johnston,1995 classified tangibility as cleanliness or neat appearance of the tangible 
components and the physical comfort of the environment where services were provided. These 
physical attributes or tangibles were usually within the control of firm as it could be designed 
to influence customer and employee behaviours.  For instance, for restaurants, cognitive 
customer satisfaction based on physical attributes or tangibles could be evaluated by the quality 
of food based on ingredients used, the selection of the food and wine menu, the décor and the 
quality of glassware and brand of china used.  The music and chairs selected and placement of 
tables, could create the impression that the restaurant could be either a place for a quick bite, 
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with little interaction or a conducive place to interact and linger.  For gyms, the tangibles would 
be the gym equipment, shower facilitates, environmental hygiene and whether storage lockers, 
towels and water dispensers were provided.  
 
Emotional (or affective satisfaction) cannot be assessed rationally as it is an affective response 
to one’s perception of the series of attributes or events that compose a product or service 
performance (Dubé & Menon, 2000).  Emotions were subjective and was experienced from the 
start to the end of a service experience, or even after, as a post evaluative assessment of a 
cumulative experience. The emotional or affective aspect referred to positive or negative 
feelings (Wilkie, 1994) and consisted of various emotions, such as happiness, surprise and 
disappointment (Cronin et al., 2000; Liljander and Strandvik, 1997; Oliver, 1993; Stauss and 
Neuhaus, 1997). Negative feelings were more likely to lead to consumer dissatisfaction 
(Zeelenberg and Peters, 1999) and positive emotions were more likely to lead to high levels of 
satisfaction (Biscaia et al., 2012; Madrigal, 2003). The emotional component in the satisfaction 
judgment was independent from the overall affective sense present in the respondent at the 
time of the service (De Rutyer and Bloemer, 1998). Spreng, MacKenzie and Olshavsky (1996) 
narrowed down the concept of customers’ emotions as the customers’ emotional reactions, 
which was consistent with the concept of customer satisfaction.  Hence, emotions were more 
complex as it was dependent on personal feelings experienced by the subject. Taking the 
example of a gym, emotional satisfaction was experienced when friendship was established 
with other gym goers and personal trainers. This led to a less rigid and friendly environment, 
inducing positive emotions.  Gym goers would more likely to be satisfied with the gym and 
were less likely to drag their feet to workout. Evolve gyms around Singapore had been very 
successful in building camaraderie amongst trainers and gym goers. Gym goers were often 
reluctant to join another gym because of the camaraderie. 
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2.2 Loyalty (Service Loyalty) 
Loyalty was defined as a psychological condition related to attitudes toward a product, 
consumers would form their beliefs, whether they like it or not, and decide whether they want 
to buy the product or not. (Ajzen, 1988; Hasan, 2008) In this research, loyalty was to a service 
provider, therefore service loyalty was examined in this study, rather than brand loyalty in 
relation to goods. In comparison to brand loyalty, service loyalty studies were under‐
represented in the literature (Bloemer et al., 1999; Javalgi and Moberg, 1997). 
 
According to Dekimpe, Steenkamp, Mellens, and Abeele (1997) all customer loyalty research 
were classified as behavioural (customers’ loyalty was determined referring to purchase 
behaviour pursued by the customer, which is observed for a certain time period) and of attitudes 
(customers’ loyalty was determined referring to named priority or intention to purchase). 
Behavioural loyalty was defined as the consumer’s tendency to repurchase, which was revealed 
through behaviour that was measured and directly affected brand sales (Hammond, East, & 
Ehrenberg, 1996). This was a more basic and lower threshold of loyalty.  
 
Attitudinal loyalty was the customer’s predisposition toward a brand, which was a function of 
psychological processes (Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978). Attitudinal loyalty was measured by the 
degree of customers’ intentions to revisit the destination and in their recommendations to others 
(Li & Petrick, 2008; Oppermann, 2000; Yi & La, 2004; Yoon & Uysal, 2005).  
 
Consumer’s loyalty would not occur overnight and must be obtained in stages. Oliver (1997, 
1999) posited that there were four phases of attitudinal loyalty, cognitive loyalty, affective 
loyalty, conative loyalty and action loyalty.  
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Each phase was progressively stronger than the previous one.  Expanding on Oliver (1997, 
1999), potential loyalty is the prerequisite to the first phase of loyalty and potential loyalty 
would eventually evolve to true loyalty. Customers first become cognitively loyal, then 
affectively loyal with emotional fulfilment and satisfactory experiences, then conatively loyal 
with a deeply held commitment and intention to buy, and eventually, action loyal, overcoming 
obstacles to achieve the action (Back and Parks, 2003; Evanschitzky and Wunderlich, 2006; 
Oliver, 1997, 1999). 
 
Figure 1 Different phases of loyalty 
For example, at the earliest stage, the precursor to the 4 phases of loyalty, a customer might 
have the potential to be loyal, when he or she first started using brand. At Phase 1, the customer 
might be cognitively loyal based on tangibles and beliefs about offerings or attributes of the 
brand. Loyalty at this stage would be very weak and shallow (Oliver 1997, 1999).  
 
Progressively, at Phase 2, he/she had pleasurable fulfilment from and favourable attitude 
toward a product/brand, and their overall evaluation of it (Oliver, 1997, 1999), that the 
service/product experiences were as good as it was expected to be (Hunt, 1977). It was based 
on brand performance and not consumption experience.  
 
Potential 
Loyalty
Cognitive 
Loyalty 
Affective 
Loyalty 
Conative 
Loyalty 
Action 
Loyalty 
                       
                                                                Phase 1                              Phase 2                               Phase 3                                Phase 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12 
 
Eventually, at Phase 3, he/she might become conatively loyal, displaying a brand-specific 
commitment, with behavioural intention to repurchase in future (Oliver, 1997, 1999). 
According to Oliver (1997) these three stages of loyalty lead to action loyalty based on Ajzen 
and Fishbein’s (1980) theory. Action loyalty meant overcoming obstacles to display of positive 
behaviours such as positive word of mouth and recommendations, paying a price premium and 
high depth of repeat. In completing these four phases, customers become truly loyal (Oliver, 
1997).  
 
True loyalty was most coveted by brands as customers form an emotional attachment to the 
brand. This was seen in members of sports clubs who support certain football, baseball or 
cricket clubs and the support was regardless of whether it wins or loses that season. Hence, true 
loyalty incorporates those customers who not only use the service on a frequent basis but also 
possess a range of positive attitudes toward the organization that results in them spreading 
many of the other benefits of customer loyalty, such as positive word of mouth (Dick & Basu, 
1994). True loyalty, in this context, encompassed a non‐random, behavioural response 
which results from evaluation processes that result in commitment (Bloemer and Kasper, 
1995). This was the opposite of spurious brand loyalty which was largely due to inertia or 
convenience.  
 
In this research, loyalty was defined as service loyalty, and we would be looking at the very 
initial stage of loyalty, potential service loyalty, as it was easier to track and measure for the 
duration of this research. Service loyalty was defined as an attitudinal and sequential process 
in which customers become “loyal first in a cognitive sense, then later in an affective sense, 
and still later in a conative manner” (Oliver,1997). Potential service loyalty referred to the 
likeliness to eventually be truly loyal. Potential loyalty would exist when any stage of loyalty 
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was attained as being truly loyal would be progressive. This paper would look at action loyalty 
as a multidimensional construct, as the possibility of being proactive in actively promoting the 
brand, with positive word of mouth recommendations and reviews. 
2.4 Camaraderie 
Camaraderie, in this research, was defined based on dictionary’s definitions, as mutual trust 
and friendship among people who has spent a significant amount of time together. Rego & 
Souto (2009) defined camaraderie as the “degree to which interpersonal relationships in the 
organization are characterized by friendship, team spirit, and mutual concern.”  
 
Camaraderie would occur when strong bonds were formed and would act as an adhesive 
amongst employees and customers, ensuring customer stickiness. Camaraderie was an active 
component that drives people to action. It led to people being disposed to take action and was 
a better predictor to loyalty. On the contrary, the lack of camaraderie might lead to disloyalty.  
Close friendships could form between service providers and customers (Goodwin, 1996), as 
well as among customers (Schouten and McAlexander, 1995). These social ties between the 
firm ' s personnel, its customers, and the firm ' s products could result in a relationship with 
customers based on camaraderie (Oliver, 1999).  
 
For camaraderie to be formed, there must be a common goal to work towards. Sports club fans 
worked towards same goal of supporting the team. Sports Clubs could not control wins or loses 
but had the ability to control experiences with fans (Halloran, T, 2013), by creating 
camaraderie.  For the outdoor enthusiast participating in “Tough Mudder,” it was for 
participants and employees to overcome the obstacles together. During the process of 
overcoming obstacles, there was a deeper emotional connection formed as they cheered one 
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another on and have shared history. As “Tough Mudder” participants they shared a common 
experience only unique to them, it acted as an adhesive to bond.  
 
Chapter 3:  The Current Research  
 
This section of the research would define the constructs, camaraderie, customer satisfaction 
and service loyalty in the context of the hotel industry.  
 
In customer satisfaction and loyalty literature focused on the hotel industry, the relationship 
between satisfaction and loyalty was ambiguous and debatable as satisfaction would not 
necessarily guarantee loyalty. Skogland and Siguaw (2004), hypothesized that this is in part 
due to the low switching costs associated with the hotel industry.  
 
With intense competition and rising customer expectations amongst global hotel brands, hotels 
are competing to acquire market share and maintain existing customers. With somewhat 
homogenous reservation systems, easily imitated products, checkout experiences and services, 
individual hoteliers must find ways to make their offerings stand out among the others (Choi 
& Chu, 2001). 
 
According to interviews with hoteliers, “people look much further beyond facilities or hygiene 
factors such as a clean room, a nice bed and all facilities were functioning and high-speed 
internet. It was all these things and what you could do on top of that. Tangibles were still 
important but no longer adequate. People were now looking for an emotional connection, an 
emotional gelling, or otherwise, you could be any hotel.”  
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All hoteliers interviewed agreed that emotional connection was important as it would set their 
hotel apart from others but there was no clear definition of what this emotional connection 
entailed. Additionally, the contemporary consumer demands more than just competent service, 
seeking experiences which were “engaging, robust, compelling and memorable”. (Gilmore and 
Pine, 2002). 
 
3.1 Customer satisfaction in the hotel industry  
 
Customer satisfaction was essential to the hotel industry. It had been investigated that even 
though customers had been satisfied with their original provider, they will still switch to a 
different provider (Skogland & Siguaw, 2004). Thus, hotels must look at ways to build a deeper 
relationship with customers, beyond a transactional relationship, to influence customers’ 
decision to return to the same hotel. According to hotelier F, customer satisfaction would not 
necessarily lead to loyalty in terms of depth of repeat, as there were some segments who only 
believed in banking experience and always like novelty. Hence, they would always like to try 
new hotels. It was also due to hotel guests not returning to same destination again. Hotelier A 
highlighted that for corporate travellers, if the hotel they were satisfied with was no longer the 
chosen corporate hotel, they could not be loyal, even if they want to. 
 
Product attributes and functional benefits were the lead into the conversation with the consumer 
and any attempt at an emotional connection was doomed without a strong functional 
proposition(Halloran, T. ,2013). 
 
For hotels, cognitive satisfaction referred to the physical attributes, the tangible aspect of 
service.  The tangible elements refer to SERVQUAL, based on 5 dimensions, tangibles, 
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reliability, responsiveness, assurance and empathy (Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V. A., & Berry, 
L. L. ,1985)  
 
The intangible aspect referred to positive emotions that contributes to emotional satisfaction in 
a hotel. It referred to the human element and was more likely to be a sustainable competitive 
advantage as it was harder to replicate. Consumers were highly loyal to brands in which 
relationships between customers had been fostered by companies (McAlexander et al., 2002; 
Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001).  Johnston (1995), argued that the intangible aspects of the staff client 
relationship had a significant effect, both positive and negative, on quality of service 
evaluations. This would affect how customers felt about the hotel. For instance, with a good 
staff client relationship would leave a positive long-lasting impression of the hotel. Customers 
would more likely spread positive word of mouth to promote the hotel. Customers would also 
jump in to defend the hotel when there was unjustified negativity from other customers. 
Alternatively, customers who were emotionally dissatisfied were more prone to go out of their 
way to inform others of their dissatisfaction. All hoteliers interviewed believed that it was the 
hygiene factors(tangible) and what you could do on top of that, that determined customer 
satisfaction.  
 
According to Barsky, J., & Nash, L. (2002) luxury hotels and certain upscale hotel ranked 
highest in providing positive emotional experience for their guest. Hence, this research 
acknowledged the cognitive satisfaction by using tangibles as a control variable, focusing only 
on 4-5-star hotels with similar attributes and offerings. The focus here would be solely on the 
emotional aspect of customer satisfaction.  
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3.2 Loyalty (Service loyalty) in the hotel industry  
 
As for the hotel industry, customer loyalty was frequently conceptualized as the willingness to 
revisit a hotel and to spread positive word-of-mouth (Ladhari, 2009). According to interviews 
with hoteliers, depth of repeat was not a true gauge of loyalty in hotels. Instead, word of mouth 
recommendation and positive reviews were more valid gauges. Hotelier A1 measured customer 
loyalty by advocacy. It was agreed by all hoteliers that loyalty was to be measured in the form 
of positive word of mouth and recommendations. As potential service loyalty was examined 
here, it referred to hotel guest who would potentially be loyal to the hotel’s service in future.  
 
A higher threshold of loyalty was utilised in the hotel industry. Hence, behavioural loyalty, 
which only measured repurchase could not be considered. Instead, attitudinal loyalty as a 
sequential process was examined here. 
 
Cognitive loyalty would occur in a hotel when a guest returned to stay a hotel due to tangibles 
or offerings provided, based on previous knowledge or via comparison with other hotels.  
Affective loyalty would occur when the hotel guest perceived the stay to be as desired or better 
and respond with positive emotions. Conative loyalty would refer to hotel guests’ brand 
commitment and the intention to consume services in the future. Action loyalty would be 
positive word of mouth and recommendations. 
 
With service loyalty examined here, future research could examine if this loyalty could be 
expanded to other hotel properties, leading to brand loyalty eventually.  
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3.4 Camaraderie in the hotel industry  
 
Camaraderie would act as an adhesive among hotel employees and customers, as it might 
ensure customer satisfaction and stickiness to the hotel. Camaraderie was related closely to the 
values of warm relationships with others, a sense of belonging, fun and enjoyment in life, and 
excitement. (Kahle et al., 1986) It was highly emotive. 
 
In visualizing the travel experience, there were many corporate travellers who travel alone for 
work and a rising trend of solo travellers (Visa Global Travel Intentions Study 2015.).  They 
were lonely on the roads and may wish to connect with others at places that make them feel at 
home. Camaraderie, an emotional construct, could explain a productive and dependable link 
that could predict customer satisfaction and loyalty. This was a gap this research intended to 
investigate, camaraderie formed between hotel employees and guest and hotel guests to guest 
in the context of the hotel industry.  
 
As camaraderie appealed to the emotional connection amongst customers and employees, it 
would be challenging to duplicate an entire network of interpersonal bonds. At its core, the 
concept of camaraderie was a complex emotion that was difficult to replicate. Thus, it would 
seemed to have the potential to differentiate one hotel from another and increase the perceived 
switching cost for hotel customers. Hence, it was essential for hotels to design the right kind 
of experience to foster this camaraderie. 
 
For hotels, it was to ensure an environment that felt like home for hotel employees and 
customers. According to interviews with hoteliers, hotel employees spent approximately 10 to 
12 hours of their waking hours working in the hotel. Hence, hotel employees were hosts to 
customers in the hotel, which was like their home. 
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According to interviews with hoteliers, “For customers, the hotel would be their home for the 
duration of their stay. Customers want to feel like they are at home. Hotel employees work 
toward making customers feel welcome and at home.” Creating a community that revolved 
around sharing of hotel as their home by engaging in a two-way dialogue between the hotel 
employees and customers would also create a deeper sense of commitment, sense of belonging 
and welcome to the hotel (Halloran, T. ,2013). 
For instance, the advertisements of the Hawthorne suites suggested a family experience at their 
extended stay business suites. The taglines for hotels summarised in Table 2, suggested that 
many hotels want to create camaraderie amongst customers and employees, to make hotel 
guests feel at ease and at home in a warm and welcoming environment. 
Table 2 Hotel Taglines 
Hotel Euler It’s not a hotel, it’s a way of life 
Olive Residency Make you feel at home 
Royal hotel Stay with us, and feel like home… 
Hotel Villa Amarilla Come In As Guests. Leave As Family. 
Homewood Suites Make Yourself at Home 
 
Chapter 4: Literature review 
 
4.1 The Relationship between Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty  
In addition to the lack of consensus on the relationship between customer satisfaction and 
loyalty, it seemed that there was no universal form of these relationships that could be applied 
to all sectors of the economy, hence, they also had to be analysed in each industry separately. 
The relationship between customer satisfaction and loyalty varied according to the way that 
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these constructs were measured; the industry (Bateson and Hofman ,1999; Kristensen, 
Martensen, and Gronholdt, 1999; Ngobo ,1999; Anderson and Mittal, 2000), the customer 
segment studied, the nature of the dependent and independent variables, and the presence of 
numerous factors that serve as mediators, moderators, such as gender (Mittal and Kamakura 
,2001), age, variety seeking, and income (Homburg and Giering, 2001) and service, or both to 
the relationship (Kumar, V., Pozza, D.I., & Ganesh, J. ,2013). 
 
Studies investigating satisfaction and loyalty of various service sectors, were mostly related to 
functional attributes of the services (Olson and Reynolds, 1983) service quality (Voss, G. B., 
Parasuraman, A., & Grewal, D., 1998; Taylor and Baker, 1994) or service value 
(Zeithaml,1988; Cronin et al 1997). All these led to predicting loyalty via cognitive 
satisfaction.  
 
In addition, as most literature combined cognitive and emotional customer satisfaction as one 
construct to study its effects on loyalty, this could be the cause of the disparity in the findings. 
Satisfaction is a partly cognitive and partly affective (emotional) evaluation of a consumption 
experience and that separating the two is both valuable and necessary for modelling consumer 
behaviour in service settings (Wirtz and Bateson ,1999).  
 
Mittal and Kamakura (2001) investigated the relationship between customer satisfaction and 
customer loyalty and found an increasing impact of satisfaction on loyalty. There was empirical 
evidence that customer satisfaction is a dominant direct determinant of loyalty (Han et al., 
2011). Increased loyalty of current customers meant higher depth of repeat and retention.  
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However, Rust, Zahorik, and Keiningham (1995) found a decreasing effect between customer 
satisfaction and loyalty.   In some studies, either an S-shaped relationship (Ngobo, 1999) or an 
inverse S-shaped relationship (Homburg, Koschate, & Hoyer, 2005) had been established. No 
consensus has emerged regarding which nonlinear functional form best describes the 
satisfaction–loyalty relationship.   
 
On the other end, there had been research reflecting that the relationship between customer 
satisfaction and loyalty had been shown to be complex and asymmetric (Bloemer and Kasper, 
1995; Oliver, 1999), reporting a weaker effect of satisfaction on actual repurchase behaviour, 
indicating that satisfied customers did not necessarily exhibit a high level of repurchase 
behaviour (Mittal & Kamakura, 2001; Reichheld, 1993). A meta-analysis by Szymanski and 
Henard (2001) revealed that satisfaction explained less than 25 percent of the variance in repeat 
purchase.  Satisfaction could be part of loyalty, but the two were not synonymous. Many 
customers might be dissatisfied with a company's service but were loyal to a product and 
continue to buy (Yorgey, L. A., 2002). It appeared that there was a nonlinear relationship 
between customer satisfaction and customer loyalty as customer satisfaction might not 
necessarily lead to loyalty. Although customer satisfaction was prerequisite for loyalty, 
satisfied customers might not become loyal customers (Fornell, C., 1992).  
 
Different mediating and moderating factors had been used for customer satisfaction and 
loyalty. Image as a mediating and moderating factor for customer satisfaction and loyalty was 
seen in several literatures. Kandampully and Hu (2007), provided evidence on how customer 
satisfaction and service quality have direct and indirect effect on customer loyalty through 
corporate image. Faullant, Matzler, Fuller (2008), studied the relationships between 
satisfaction, image and customer loyalty between first time visitors and repeat visitors.  Liat, 
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C., Mansori, S., & Huei, C. (2014) studied the associations between service quality, corporate 
image, customer satisfaction, and loyalty in the context of Malaysian hotels, using intention to 
repurchase and intention to recommend and price sensitivity as loyalty outcomes. Kandampully 
& Suhartanto, (2003), highlighted the importance of customer satisfaction and image to 
improve customer loyalty in chain hotel, with outcomes such as intention to repurchase and 
recommend.    
 
Clemes, et al. (2009), studied the significance of service quality, customer satisfaction, 
perceived value, and brand image as the determinant of behavioural intention. Chitty, Ward, 
Chua (2007) looked at the effect of perceived value and satisfaction on loyalty and postulated 
the direct effect of image and satisfaction on loyalty and indirect influence of loyalty via 
perceived value and satisfaction.  
 
Customer satisfaction was examined as an intervening variable that mediated the relationship 
between service quality judgments and behavioural intentions (Cardozo, 1965; Fornell, 1992; 
Halstead and Page, 1992; Taylor and Baker, 1994). Oh and Parks (1997), explored the direct 
effect of perceived value and cognitive customer satisfaction and indirect effect of service 
quality on behavioural intention. Caruana (2002), studied customer satisfaction as a mediating 
variable between service quality and loyalty.   
4.2 Emotional Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty  
According to Cronin et al. (2000), satisfaction with a service provider was both an evaluative 
and an emotion‐based response to a service encounter. Oliver (1997) suggested that emotion 
during consumption “… coexists alongside various cognitive judgements in producing 
satisfaction”.  
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Liljander and Strandvik (1997) postulated that customer satisfaction is better explained when 
emotions are included, in the context of service consumption, of users of the labour force 
bureau. This was substantiated by Yu and Dean (2001), who conducted a study in higher 
education, which is also considered a service, and found that the inclusion of the emotional 
component in customer satisfaction enhanced the variation explained in loyalty when compared 
with the cognitive component alone. The loyalty examined was positive word of mouth, 
complaining behaviour, switching behaviour and willingness to pay more.  
 
Martin, D., O'Neill, M., Hubbard, S., & Palmer, A. (2008) also validated that satisfaction was 
explained more fully when including the emotional aspect and emotionally-based satisfaction 
was a stronger indicator of future behavioural intention than traditional cognitive measures, in 
the context of a sporting events venue. Future behavioural intention was evaluated as the 
likelihood of future attendance, recommendation to others and continuing support for the 
football team and venue. Emotions was valid in this research as a spectator may have invested 
high levels of emotion in supporting the team. This could be witnessed by the energy felt during 
games. The emotions of spectators (emotional satisfaction) and their evaluation of off-pitch, 
service quality (cognitive satisfaction) satisfaction – was likely to be influenced by emotions 
generated by their team’s performance on the pitch. 
 
However, enablers of emotional satisfaction from the experiential aspect had not been 
investigated. Most literature to date, explored emotions as a construct, investigating emotional 
satisfaction based on positive or negative emotional responses of customer elicited from the 
service quality with emphasis on operational activities to ensure customers’ expectations were 
met during service delivery.   
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Based on literature review, the findings could be summed up in the form of a pyramid in Figure 
6. It showed a hierarchy, that to achieve the goal of emotional satisfaction with customers at 
the peak of the pyramid, the functional needs and features (cognitive satisfaction), at the lower 
two levels, must be met. The most basic need at the fundamental level was functional needs, 
and this would be the first thing that motivates consumers’ behaviour.  Once the fundamental 
level was fulfilled, the next level up was features.  When features level was fulfilled, then 
emotional connection could be met. Emotional was at the peak of the pyramid, which could 
only be fulfilled when functional and features were met. Although a grounding in the brand’s 
physical features (product attributes) was essential, that knowledge would not matter without 
an understanding of the emotional connection (Halloran, T, 2013). 
Figure 2  Pyramid of Customer needs 
 
 
Emotions had not traditionally been included in service quality models in previous literature. 
This was understandable considering that service quality and satisfaction, either explicitly or 
implicitly, had been assumed to be largely cognitively based. (Lijinder & Strandvik 1997) 
 
Even when emotions were studied, it was largely generalised as positive or negative emotions. 
It had been argued that although there seemed to be two main dimensions of emotions, positive 
and negative affect, or pleasantness-unpleasantness and arousal-quietness (Mano and Oliver, 
1993; Russell, 1980) It could also be assumed that customers might have a zone of tolerance 
for emotions. Stauss (1996) had suggested that different satisfaction types might exist 
according to the pattern of emotions, cognitions and intentions that the customer expressed.  
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Emotional satisfaction had also been examined in the context of operational activities. Hartono, 
M., & Chuan, T. K., 2011, investigated different aspects of service attributes and their 
significant impact on customer emotional needs in the context of 4-5-star hotels. Wong, A. 
(2004) conducted a study on retail services that focused on the investigation of the role of 
emotional satisfaction that is positively correlated in predicting customer loyalty and 
relationship quality in service encounters.  Liljander, V., & Strandvik, T. (1997) examined the 
effect of customers’ perceived emotions on perceived satisfaction with a public service. 
  
Displayed emotions provided by customers were an important indicator of the overall service 
experience and give an employee a clear view of how the customer would be likely to assess 
the customer‐contact employee interaction. Ladhari, R. (2009) studied emotional satisfaction 
and effect on behavioural intentions in hospitality services and found that emotional 
satisfaction was a partial mediator of perceived service quality and behavioural intentions, such 
as word of mouth recommendations and willingness to pay higher rates. Wong, A. (2004) 
posited that service quality was positively associated with emotional satisfaction experienced 
during service encounters, which was positively associated with both customer loyalty and 
relationship quality with service providers. Both studies showed the superior effect of 
emotional satisfaction on customer behavioural intentions. A more recent one even showed 
that customer satisfaction is not a good predictor of loyalty but addressing the emotional side 
of customer interactions is (Dixon, Freeman, & Toman, 2010). Yu and Dean (2001) showed 
that affective process served as a better predictor of customer loyalty than cognition. Most of 
these studies were performed in the service domain where emotion plays a central role. (Mattila 
& Enz, 2002) However, there had been no research to date on how camaraderie affected 
emotional customer satisfaction and predicted loyalty.  
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4.3 Camaraderie 
Social bonds were generally considered to be a source of positive emotions (Hornsey & Jetten, 
2004). Hence, camaraderie which consisted of social bond would elicit positive emotions. 
There have been considerable amount of research studies examining the importance of 
emotions (Bagozzi, Gopinath, & Nyer, 1999; Chitturi, Raghunathan, & Mahajan, 2008; 
Richins, 1997; Wood & Moreau, 2006) such as positive or negative feelings (Wilkie, 1994; 
Spreng, MacKenzie and Olshavsky 1996) or emphasizing on ‘‘a mix of excitement, 
entertainment and adventure that ensures a real total customer experience’’ (Mascarenhas et al. 
2006).  
 
Emotions were notable and intense forms of affect attributable to a specific cause (Clark and 
Isen, 1982; Gardner and Hill, 1988). There was limited literature that identified a specific 
positive or negative emotion and its effect on loyalty.   
 
One positive emotion explored was, delight, by Kim, M., Vogt, C., & Knutson, B. (2015), with 
literature investigating the moderating effect of delight to in customer satisfaction and loyalty.  
Based on the research by Kim, M., Vogt, C., & Knutson, B. (2015), by replacing delight with 
camaraderie, this paper would examine the influence of camaraderie to understand its impact 
on loyalty.  Similarly, both delight and camaraderie were positive emotions that appealed to 
the emotions of the customers which would predict loyalty. But unlike delight, camaraderie 
would be more sustainable as it created an emotional connection which could get stronger over 
time if the connection was innovated and refreshed regularly. Very often, when connections 
were taken for granted and forgotten, camaraderie could dwindle.  
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Delight was built on an element of surprise which stemmed from an unexpectedly positive 
outcome. This exceeding of expectations was hard to repeat as expectations are often adjusted. 
More succinctly, Rust and Oliver (2000) stated that it is more difficult for repeat purchasers to 
be delighted as they already had the experience and/or because they developed higher 
expectations due to their initial experience with the product/service provider.  
 
Thus, continuous delight was hard to achieve as it forms part of expectations for repeat 
customers. Indeed, firms such as Nordstrom were built on the idea of delighting their customer 
by providing unexpected and unimaginable levels of service. However, once customers 
experienced and expected it, they would no longer be wowed by it and may be disappointed if 
they did not encounter any surprises. 
 
Mood was another emotional construct examined in past research. Moods reflected how 
consumers felt during their encounters with the service provider during the service experience, 
such as service provider’s attitude or the environment. Like emotions, mood also had two 
dimensions: positive and negative. Both positive and negative mood have a direct influence on 
consumer satisfaction (Oliver, 1993). When a consumer experienced a positive mood, he/she 
was more likely to return to the service provider and be loyal and vice versa. Hence, mood was 
dependent on operations.  
 
We had also examined several marketing literatures which suggested that personal 
relationships and customer-employee relationships were important, but little has been done to 
identify which components or dimensions of these relationships had the strongest impact on 
outcomes favourable to the firm, customer satisfaction, loyalty (Barnes, 1994). Marketing 
researchers traditionally explore commercial friendship between one service provider and one 
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client (Goodwin and Gremler 1996; Gremler and Gwinner 2000; Gwinner, Gremler, and Bitner 
1998; Price and Arnould, 1999), but little was known about the influence of camaraderie that 
may form between customers in a hotel setting.  
 
Liljander and Strandvik (1995) suggested a positive correlation between customers who 
developed positive emotional responses towards individual contact employees and the 
relationship and commitment to an organization. It was essential for organizations to develop 
and maintain strong social relationships as organizations can minimize customer defects as 
they can react to service failures or competitors’ entreaties (Parasuraman, A., Berry, L. L., & 
Zeithaml, V. A., 1991).; Storbacka et al., 1994). 
 
Han, X., Kwortnik, R., & Wang, C. (2008) examined the relationship between customer 
satisfaction and loyalty. Trust and service fairness were antecedents and commercial friendship 
was a mediator investigating how commercial friendship moderated by affective commitment 
drove satisfaction that could lead to affective loyalty. Although commercial friendship was 
similar to camaraderie mentioned in this research, but Han, X., Kwortnik, R., & Wang, C. 
(2008) emphasized only on friendship between employees and customers as customers who 
develop commercial friendships would believe in employees’ benevolence and integrity and 
would provide detailed information to enable service customization that will enhance 
satisfaction. The customer’s feelings for service personnel that emerged from commercial 
friendships would directly influence the affective commitment that the customer felt for the 
firm. It did not discuss camaraderie, which was two ways, created by both hotel employees and 
guests and guests to guests.  
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Gremler and Brown (1998) had identified five different factors comprising a higher order factor 
of interpersonal bonds such as familiarity, care, friendship, rapport, and trust to identify 
components of employee and customer relationship. However, none of the factors examined 
camaraderie in service experience as a component of employee and customer relationship in 
hotel settings. 
 
Gremler, D., & Gwinner, K. ,2000, examined rapport in customer-employee in the context of 
banks and clinical settings, linked to outcomes such as satisfaction, loyalty intent, and word-
of-mouth communication. Rapport had also been examined in the context of general services 
(Ashforth & Humphrey, 1993; Berry, 1995; Ford and Etienne, 1994) in banks (Ketrow ,1991) 
and restaurants (Shapiro, 1989). Friendly rapport (Gremler and Gwinner, 2000) and friendships 
between service providers and clients are linked to satisfaction (Adelman and Ahuvia 1995), 
loyalty (Beatty et al. 1996; Goodwin and Gremler, 1996; HennigThurau, Gwinner, and Gremler 
,2002; Reynolds and Beatty, 1999) and customer voluntary performance, whereby customers 
become partial employees (Bailey, Gremler, and McCollough 2001) with outcomes of positive 
word of mouth (Rosenbaum and Massiah 2007). The outcomes of rapport explored across 
various literature differ. Brooks (1989), linked connection to another person to intention to 
purchase in the context of sales person to customer interaction.  This was along the same vein 
as Shapiro (1989), who also examined connection to another person, but with the outcome of 
creating personalised service delivery in the context of a restaurant.  Berry, L. L. (1995), 
contended that rapport will allow the service provider to customise services according to the 
preferences of the customer. As rapport was on an individual level, it allowed the service 
provider to gain a more in-depth understanding of the customers’ preferences and to personalise 
the service. The customer would feel comfortable to return to patronise the same service 
provider each time as he felt that needs were met without him having to request for it.  
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Moine (1982), linked techniques of the clinical hypnotist, which induced rapport between a 
salesperson and client, to intention to purchase. Nickels, Everett, and Klein (1983), suggested 
that the impression of similarity between a sales person and customer which leads to rapport is 
linked to trust and increased sales. The impression of similarity would create commonality 
which could forge a bond between a salesperson and customer. This was also on an individual 
level.  
 
Rapport, like camaraderie, was an emotional construct of service encounter, an emotional 
experience, which makes the customer-employee interface particularly salient in customers’ 
evaluations of the service (Bitner, Booms, and Tetreault 1990). When a service was difficult to 
evaluate, consumers often look to other cues, such as aspects of the interaction, in assessing 
service quality (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1985) appealing to the affective. The only 
difference to service was the way it was delivered, which could be based on standard operating 
procedure of the hotel and the camaraderie between customers and employees.  Rapport and 
camaraderie have many similarities. However, rapport examined in existing literature was 
studied on an individual level, where it existed only in an interaction between individuals 
(Tickle-Degnen and Rosenthal, 1990) of a single customer to a single employee, or with 
occurrences of service exchanges of repeated contact with the same employee in various 
settings. Rapport in existing literature did not specifically study the hotel industry. 
Camaraderie, examined in this paper, was on a larger scale, between hotel employees and 
guests and guests to guests, in the hotel industry.   
 
Most literature concentrated on understanding both interactions between service providers and 
customers or customers and service environments because such interactions were potentially 
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controllable by firms. However, none, had examined how such interactions could create 
camaraderie amongst customers and employees.   
 
There had been limited literature on camaraderie. Available research depicted camaraderie 
manifested from sense of community per se, within the subculture of ocean cruising 
community, with quality of life and life satisfaction as outcomes (Lusby, C., & Anderson, S. 
,2008) and financial service industry, with fortitude and a sense of virtual community, as 
outcomes (Oliver, 1999), and camaraderie formed by online or virtual communities. Social 
media is also used by sport consumers to interact with others online, reflecting an important 
form of communal engagement or what might be deemed as social camaraderie (Ruggiero, 
2000; Billings and Ruihley, 2014; Stavros et al., 2014; Lim et al., 2015; Wang, 2015). 
Phonthanukitithaworn, & Sellitto (2017), hypothesized social camaraderie (with the use of 
social media, mainly, Facebook) as an influencing factor in customer satisfaction and consumer 
behavioural intentions in the context of sports consumers. Filo, K., Funk, D. C., & O'Brien, D. 
, 2014) examined factors determining how participants derive meaning from a charity sport 
event by assessing motives driving event participation, with the role of camaraderie, cause, and 
competency in the development of attachment to charity sport event. 
 
Rosenbaum, M. S., Ward, J., Walker, B. A., & Ostrom, A. L.,2007, suggested how social 
support motivates consumers to replace lost social resources by forming relationships with 
customers and employees in commercial “third places”, with emphasis on tangibles such as a 
venue, instead of network of human relationships. 
 
There had also been research on how customers provide support to other customers, during 
memorable, emotional, pleasurable, boring, or nerve-racking shared consumption experiences 
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or others who shared membership in marginalized ethnic or subculture groups (Rosenbaum, 
Ostrom, and Kuntze 2005).  Settings researched were river rafting trips (Arnould and Price 
1993), religious experiences (O'Guinn and Belk, 1989), skydiving adventures (Celsi, Rose, and 
Leigh 1993), Harley-Davidson gatherings (Schouten and McAlexander, 1995), waiting at the 
Mayo Clinic (Gross ,1986), and patronage of countercultural bohemian-style coffee shops 
(Thompson and Arsel, 2004).  It was postulated that social support was most effective when it 
was delivered from a broad network of people who are in the same boat, so to speak, who had 
lived the same experiences, or who share the same context of meaning, rather than from a sole 
provider (Gentry, J. W., & Goodwin, C. (1995).).  However, there was no similar research in 
the setting of hotels. 
 
Mcalexander, J., Kim, S., & Roberts, S. (2003) explored the relative impacts of satisfaction, 
brand community integration, and consumer experience on customer loyalty as expressed by 
future purchase intentions and behaviour in the setting of a casino between an experienced and 
inexperienced group.  
 
In this research, camaraderie between hotel employees and guests and camaraderie between 
guest to guests was examined to explore the effect on emotional satisfaction and different 
phases of loyalty. 
Chapter 5: Conceptual Framework  
Figure 7 shows the conceptual model proposed in this study. According to the proposed 
model, camaraderie, which was likely to lead to emotional satisfaction, was likely to also be a 
predictor of loyalty.  
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Figure 3  Conceptual Model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Model 1: 
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Model 2:  
 
 
 
 
Model 3: 
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5.1 Hypotheses 
Based on the review of the relevant literature, the following hypotheses are advanced: 
H1: Hotel employees to hotel guest camaraderie will lead to emotional customer 
satisfaction. 
 
H2: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to emotional customer satisfaction. 
Based on research pertaining to camaraderie in the workplace, close and gratifying 
relationships with other people, including workmates, are a major source of satisfaction with 
life and happiness (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Haller & Hadler, 2006; Maslow, 1968).  
 
Rego, A., Souto, S., Cunha, M., & Tetrick, Lois E. ,2009, found that employees with positive 
perceptions about spirit of camaraderie in their organizations tend to experience higher 
happiness. It could be inferred that hotel guests experience happiness, a positive emotion, when 
there was camaraderie.  
 
In interviews with hoteliers, it was concurred that the software (referring to the human beings 
and personal touch) was all about the people, the biggest driver of customer satisfaction. 
Translating this to the context of this research, it could be perceived that camaraderie would 
induce hotel guests to experience stronger positive emotions that could lead to emotional 
satisfaction. A hotel filled with camaraderie amongst employees and guests and among guests 
and guest would feel like home and was more likely to generate positive emotions. When hotel 
guests experienced positive emotions such as being pleased, happiness, contentment and 
enjoyment, it would lead to emotional satisfaction.  
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H3: Emotional customer satisfaction will lead to cognitive loyalty. 
Bagozzi et al. (1999) defined emotions as mental states of readiness that arise from cognitive 
appraisals of events or one's own thoughts. When customers were emotionally satisfied, they 
were more likely to experience positive emotions and were more likely to be satisfied with the 
hotel’s offerings, leading to cognitive loyalty.   
 
For instance, an emotionally satisfied customer might experience some issues with the hotel’s 
offerings, but as camaraderie was already established with the hotel guest and he/she was 
emotionally satisfied, the hotel guest would be more forgiving and willing to overlook these 
issues and continue to perceive that the hotel provided superior quality. This was assuming that 
the issue has been resolved during the hotel guest’s stay. According to hotelier A1, when guests 
who were emotionally satisfied complained to the hotel, it was to ensure that other guests would 
not experience the same. When hotels react promptly to them, they would feel more satisfied. 
 
According to hotelier C, guests acknowledged the fact that no hotel could be a hundred percent 
perfect. All hoteliers interviewed concurred that all else being equal hotel, guests were more 
likely to overlook shortcomings of the hotel if they were satisfied and would tend to be more 
forgiving. 
 
H4: Emotional customer satisfaction will lead to affective loyalty. 
Prior research revealed that one responds to an event in certain ways to maintain positive 
emotions (i.e. happiness) and to avoid negative emotions (i.e. depression) (Stauss and Neuhaus, 
1997).  With positive emotions upon checkout, hotel guests were more likely to return to 
patronise hotel again as they want to experience the same kind of positive emotions. This 
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positive emotion was linked to one's decision to stay and continue involvement and vice versa 
(Wong, A, 2004).  
 
H5: Emotional customer satisfaction will lead to conative loyalty. 
With positive emotions experienced from camaraderie, there would be more stickiness to the 
hotel, which would lead to commitment to hotel. With commitment, there would be increased 
intention to stay in the same hotel again. 
 
H6: Emotional customer satisfaction will lead to action loyalty. 
Han, H., & Back, K. J. (2008) showed that the emotional components of affect induced a 
considerable increase of behavioral intentions. When hotel guests checked out of hotel happy, 
they were more likely to positively endorse the hotel and would be eager and willing to sing 
praises of the hotel to friends, acquaintances and family. This was validated by Liljander and 
Strandvik, (1997), who hypothesized that positive emotions might lead to positive word‐of‐
mouth behaviours. In a hotel setting, Barsky, J., & Nash, L. (2002) suggested that emotions 
influence customer loyalty towards hotels and certain emotions play a role in loyalty, measured 
by willingness to pay a given rate and willingness to return. 
 
By inferring Liljander and Strandvik, (1997) and Barsky, J., & Nash, L. (2002), it was hence 
logical to hypothesize that emotional satisfaction was likely to lead to positive word of mouth 
and recommendation. 
 
H7: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to cognitive loyalty. 
Camaraderie among hotel employees and guests would more likely lead to cognitive loyalty, 
based on performance of the hotel, which could be functional, aesthetic, or priced-based.  
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H8: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to affective loyalty. 
Camaraderie among hotel employees and guests would more likely lead to a liking of the hotel.  
 
H9: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to conative loyalty. 
Camaraderie among hotel employees and guests would more likely lead to commitment to the 
hotel.  
 
H10: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to action loyalty. 
Camaraderie among hotel employees and guests would more likely lead to guests being 
advocates, in spreading positive word of mouth actively.  
 
H11: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to cognitive loyalty. 
Camaraderie among hotel guests and guests would more likely lead to cognitive loyalty, based 
on performance of the hotel, which could be functional, aesthetic, or priced-based.  
 
H12: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to affective loyalty. 
Camaraderie among hotel guests and guests would more likely lead to a liking of the hotel.  
 
H13: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to conative loyalty. 
Camaraderie among hotel guests and guests would more likely lead to commitment to the hotel.  
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H14: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to action loyalty. 
Camaraderie among hotel guests and guests would more likely lead to guests being advocates, 
in spreading positive word of mouth actively.  
 
Chapter 6: Theory  
  6.1 Social Capital Theory 
Camaraderie could be viewed from the lens of social capital theory which postulates the 
benefits of social connections to individual members of the community. Social capital theory 
is based on the belief that humans strive better when bonded, as social connections were 
beneficial to the individual members of the community as well as to non-members. Social 
capital referred to connections among individuals - social networks and the norms of 
reciprocity and trustworthiness that arose from them (Putnam, R. ,2000).  Hence, social capital, 
is created when the relations among persons change in ways that facilitate action (Coleman, J., 
1990).  
 
In the hotel industry, social capital could be viewed as a resource and could be further 
developed into a competitive advantage as a hotel could be a repository of a certain sort of 
social capital arising from the network of social ties that an individual or an organization 
maintains over the course of time, which the hotel firm could convert into a resource (Adler 
and Kwon, 2002). Previous literature distinguished between access to and the mobilization of 
external resources obtained through the social capital of managers and how connecting these 
two processes led to adaptive capability of managers and employees that drove outcome of 
improving hotel firm performance (Casanueva, C., Gallego, A., & Revilla, M. ,2015). 
However, prior research to date has focused more on an organization and individual level, 
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between hotel managers and clients. But none examined hotel managers or employees 
(representing the hotel) and customers to customers for a larger network base. 
Chapter 7: Methodology  
This section of the dissertation explains the process of executing the research, and the research 
steps taken from construction of a grounded theory, to conceptualisation of the model to be 
tested, and finally the collection process, instrument used, and statistical tools employed in 
testing the hypothesized theory.  
 
Firstly, a preliminary conceptual model was identified. This model was constructed by 
reviewing the previous research conducted in the field, personal insights and experiences of 
the researcher. After a series of semi structure interviews with industry experts and further 
literature conceptual model was developed.  Secondly, a consolidated measurement instrument 
was constructed. This instrument was largely based on previously validated instruments that 
included emotional and cognitive customer satisfaction, loyalty and camaraderie items and 
were relevant to the hotel industry was constructed and given to hotel guest (the patrons). Thus, 
a new instrument to measure the effect of camaraderie on both emotional satisfaction and 
loyalty was developed. In summary, this research was designed to develop and empirically test 
the hypothesized model of camaraderie, and its potential for being a better predictor of loyalty. 
 
Thus, the empirical exploration of the model in this research was three-pronged, based on 
personal insights, qualitative and quantitative techniques with the hotel industry as focal point.  
At the first stage, based on personal insights, I was able to observe based on my 3 years of 
experience in the hotel industry to construct the basis of the research. The qualitative technique 
was used at the exploratory stage when the grounded theory was constructed from a) literature 
reviews and b) exploratory interviews with hotel experts.  These interviews helped to 
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understand the breadth of the problems, gaps in the preliminary theory, and the language used 
in communicating with hotel employees 
 
The quantitative analysis was based on a confirmatory study via a survey questionnaire format 
primarily employing Likert-scaled scaled questions. The pre-coded questionnaire “survey” was 
given to hotel guests at 4-5-star hotels that had visited these hotels over the past 30 days.  
 
To test the proposed conceptual model, a non-experimental design was conducted. Future 
studies could possibly test this model with an experimental design to make stronger inferences 
about the causality of the relationships. 
 
7.1 Sampling and Data Collection 
7.1.1Target Population  
Initial groundwork on refining the hypotheses to be tested was done by interviewing 5 
managers and general managers. The data was collected via exploratory in-depth interviews 
with these industry experts who had operated 4 and 5-star hotels in Singapore. These interviews 
were semi structured and conducted in person and ranged between 30minutes to 2 hours.  
 
Structured questionnaires to test the model were given to hotel guests, who had checked out of 
the hotel. A printed invitation/ recruitment letter with a link for the questionnaire, using a web-
based survey tool, Qualtrics, was distributed randomly to hotel guests who had checked out of 
the hotel.  No personal data from hotel guests was collected. It was agreed that the front desk 
manager would approach the first available person to minimise interview selectivity bias.  
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7.1.2 Data Collection Method 
This section of the research would elaborate on the sources of data used.  
Interviews 
The grounded theory model was further developed via primary data collection in the form of 
personal in-depth interviews with 5 hotel experts. These interviews were semi structured, and 
a series of questions was repeated as guiding questions to get hotel experts’ opinions as to 
whether this phenomenon exists and whether they believed that it could be a factor in customer 
satisfaction and loyalty. A semi structured format was adopted as it was allowed flexibility in 
expanding on the specific questions proposed.  These in-depth interviews, which were 
conducted with hotel experts, added depth to the research and served as a reality check on 
whether this was significant and if it was a relevant and substantial problem. Interviews were 
audio taped and transcribed. Transcribing was conducted personally so analytical thinking of 
the data could be inferred. 
 
The interview consisted of 13 questions. Probing was used to ensure that all topics were 
covered. An introductory question to kickstart the interview based on the participant’s career 
and development was asked. This was to allow a clearer understanding of the background and 
to put participants at ease.  
 
The next questions were employed to solicit feedback on the industry pain points and strategies 
used to tackle it, based on participant’s experience. Participants were asked about their 
understanding on customer satisfaction and loyalty in the hotel industry based on their 
experience. There were several interview questions to examine outcomes that could be affected 
by camaraderie.  
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Finally, the interview concluded with how hotels profile of their guests and with a final 
question to address any topics not covered. 
 
The model was further refined and developed with extensive literature review and personal 
insights of the researcher and tested via a structured questionnaire, on a sample of hotel guests 
at three 4-5-star hotels. 
  
Questionnaire 
The structured questionnaire comprised of 21 multi-item measures to measure customer 
satisfaction, potential loyalty and camaraderie. There were 4 parts to the questionnaire.  
 
The first part of the instrument was designed to understand the participants’ profile. The second 
part was to measure emotional customer satisfaction. The third part sought to establish the 
loyalty phase that participants experience. The last part was developed to measure camaraderie 
between hotel employees and guests and between guests and guests. 
 
The duration for data collection was 30days. 
Table 3 Time line for data collection 
 
 
The secondary research data source was collected information from journals, articles, reference 
books and websites as well as derived from primary data via the interviews and questionnaires. 
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7.1.3 Appropriate Sampling Design 
Interview  
Convenience sampling was used in selecting hoteliers from 4-5-star hotels, for the in-depth 
interviews. This was a non-probability sampling technique and sample was picked based on 
convenience, in terms of accessibility and proximity. This method was chosen as it was fast, 
inexpensive, easy to execute, and relevant to the industry of study in this research. 
 
The sampling frame consisted of 5 hoteliers from 4-5-star hotels, with at least 20 to 30 odd 
years of experience. 
 
Participants were coded to ensure anonymity. 
Hotelier A: A represented a 4-star hotel with presence in Asia.  A had more than 20 years of 
experience in the industry and had worked both locally and globally.  
Hotelier A1:A1 represented a 4-star hotel with a global presence.  A1 had more than 20 years 
of experience and had worked both locally and globally.  
Hotelier C:C represented a 4-star hotel with an international presence.  C had over 20 years of 
local experience.  
Hotelier F: F represented a 5-star hotel with a global presence.  F had more than 30 odd years 
of both local and global experience.  
Hotelier G: G represented a 4-star hotel with a presence in Asia. G had more than 30 years of 
local and global experience.  
 
Questionnaire 
Convenience sampling was utilised, with guests of 4-5-star hotels in Singapore in three hotels 
to understand their levels of satisfaction, camaraderie and potential loyalty.  
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The sampling frame for completion of the questionnaire consisted of hotel guests who had 
stayed in the hotel. An invitation, which consisted of an introductory cover letter and the link 
to participate in the questionnaire, was distributed to hotel guest by frontline staff over a period 
of 30 days when guests were checking out of hotel. 
 
In total, 500 invitations with relevant links to the questionnaire were distributed to customers 
of three separate 4 or 5-star international chain hotels. 238 guests responded to the 
questionnaire. However, 30 surveys were unusable as they contained “I don’t know” answers 
and 42 questionnaires were incomplete, resulting in 165 usable questionnaires for further 
analysis. The final response rate was 33 per cent.  The significance was tested based on 
calculation from the sample size and response rate, at 95% confidence level, the margin of error 
is 5%. 
Table 4 Profile of respondents 
 
Distribution Sample n= 165
Variables Frequency % of total
Purpose of stay
Business Travellors 61 36.97%
Leisure Travellors 92 55.76%
Neither 12 7.27%
Frequency of stay at hotel
First time 108 65.45%
2-5 times 39 23.64%
6-10 times 12 7.27%
More than 10 times 6 3.64%
Age groups
Silent generation(1925-1945) 3 1.82%
Baby boomers(1946-1964) 15 8.48%
Generation X (1965-1981) 62 36.97%
Millenials(1982-2004) 85 52.73%
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The characteristics of the respondents are summarised in Table 4. It was defined in accordance 
to customer segmentation mentioned in interviews by hoteliers. The age of the respondents was 
segmented according to generation, Silent generation (1925-1945), baby boomers (1946-1964), 
generation X (1965-1981) and Millennials (1982-2004).  
 
A majority (55.7per cent) of the respondents were leisure travellers. Most were staying in the 
hotel for the first time (65.45 per cent) and a majority were Millennials (52.73 per cent). 
 
7.2 Constructs and their measures 
 
There were three social science constructs tested in this study, emotional customer satisfaction, 
camaraderie and potential service loyalty. The measured variables were all reflective of what 
the paper aimed to study and were adopted from previous research. 
 
In this study, we included camaraderie, emotional satisfaction and potential loyalty, that was 
people’s intention to be loyal. The advantage was threefold. First, we could test whether the 
model fit the data as a whole. Second, it was possible to analyse the effects of camaraderie on 
emotional satisfaction. Third, camaraderie could be used to serve as a control variable when 
used to explain variation in different stages loyalty. 
7.2.1 Measures for emotional(affective) customer satisfaction 
 
Many empirical studies on emotions in consumer satisfaction research have used Izard’s 
Differential Emotions Scale (DES II) (Izard, 1977), shortened version of the original scale 
(DES I) (Izard, 1972). It consisted of the following ten emotions: interest, joy, anger, disgust, 
contempt, shame, guilt, sadness, fear and surprise. In previous scales, customers were typically 
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asked to what extent, on a scale ranging from (almost) never to very often, they have 
experienced these emotions. 
 
Previously validated scales used in the domain of satisfaction and emotions in the service 
industry were adapted to the context of this study. The measure adopted from Ladhari, R. 
(2009) measured three emotions: happiness, pleasantness, and joy. It was a condensed version 
of Izard’s Differential Emotions Scale (DES II) (Izard, 1977), but with relevant emotions 
adapted specifically for the hospitality industry.  Customers were asked to indicate their 
feelings happy/unhappy, pleasant/unpleasant, joyful/not joyful on a seven-point Likert scale. 
In this research, “pleased/displeased”; “unhappy/happy”; “disgusted/contented”, 
“enjoyable/frustrating” were used. Pleased was used in place of pleasant to be more specific. 
Enjoyable was used in place of joy to be more specific. An extra item “contented/frustrated” 
was included. 
 
The Market Metrix Hotel Index (MMHI) adapted from a national indicator of customer 
emotions, satisfaction and price elasticity was not used as some emotions were more connected 
to loyalty (Barsky, J., & Nash, L., 2002), and did not seem to be relevant in measuring 
emotional satisfaction.  Hence, the results might be biased and confounded. The set of key 
emotions recommended for upscale hotels were comfortable, important and welcome. The set 
of key emotions recommended for luxury hotels were pampered, relaxed and sophisticated.   
 
Another scale for emotional satisfaction, according to a previous study in applying Kansei 
Engineering in the service domain (Hartono & Tan, 2011) was also considered. However, it 
was not used in this research as it was not as widely used, and it contained too many items 
which could lead to survey fatigue, which might affect response rate 
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7.2.2 Measures for loyalty  
 
The four stages of loyalty were measured in this research. Questions pertaining to cognitive 
loyalty, affective loyalty and conative loyalty were measured with scales developed by Back, 
K., & Parks, S. (2003), catered for the lodging industry, which paralleled what this paper was 
measuring for the hotel industry.  Back, K., & Parks, S. (2003) scales were developed using a 
combination of scales developed by Loken and John (1993), Oliver (1997), and Beatty, Kahle, 
and Homer (1988).  Action loyalty was measured with scales advanced and tested by 
Parasuraman et al. (1994). 
 
Cognitive loyalty was measured with a 2 item 7-point Likert-type scale.  “This hotel provides 
me superior service quality as compared to any other hotel brands.” And, “This hotel provides 
me more benefits than other hotels in its category.” 
 
The item “No other hotel brand performs better services than the ____.” in Back, K., & Parks, 
S. (2003) scale was excluded as it was reverse coded question, which was a repetition of the 
first item “This hotel provides me superior service quality as compared to any other hotel 
brands.” 
Scores of 1 indicated low cognitive loyalty. Scores of 7 indicated high cognitive loyalty. 
 
Affective loyalty was measured with a 2 item, 7-point Likert-type scale. “I love staying at this 
hotel.” “I like this hotel more so than other hotel brands.” The item “I feel better when I stay 
at the ___ hotel.” in Back, K., & Parks, S. (2003) scale is excluded as it is similar to the other 
two items. Scores of 1 indicated low affective loyalty. Scores of 7 indicated high affective 
loyalty. 
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Conative loyalty was measured with a 3 item, 7-point Likert-type scale. “Even if another hotel 
brand is offering lower room rate, “I will still stay at this hotel.” “I intend to continue staying 
at this hotel.” “I will come and stay at this hotel  visit this city again.”  Scores of 1-3 indicated 
low conative loyalty, whereby customers were less likely to be committed. Scores of 5-7 
indicated high conative loyalty, whereby customers were more likely to be committed.  
 
Action loyalty was measured with a 3 item, 7-point Likert-type scale adopted from 
Parasuraman et al., 1994 “reconfigured behavioural intentions battery” which was aligned to 
what this research seeks to measure, the possibility of being proactive in actively promoting 
the brand, with positive word of mouth recommendations and review. Action loyalty on scale 
by Back, K., & Parks, S. (2003) was not used as it was measuring a different behaviour 
intention, the proportion of actual days consumers stayed at a specific-brand hotel as compared 
with the number of days they stayed at all other brands in the past 12 months.   
 
Parasuraman et al., 1994 developed a loyalty scale with five components, loyalty to company, 
propensity to switch, willingness to pay more, external response to problem and internal 
response to problem, to measure behavioural intentions.  
 
Loyalty to company had 5 items, say positive things about XYZ to other people, recommend 
XYZ to someone who seeks your advice, encourage friends and relatives to do business with 
XYZ, consider XYZ your first choice to buy ____ services and to do more business with XYZ 
in the next few years.   
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The 3 items for action loyalty used in this research were reworded to fit the context of hotel 
industry, “I will certainly recommend this hotel to my friends, relatives and acquaintances.” “I 
will recommend this hotel to people who seek my advice on hotels to stay in.” “I will encourage 
people to stay at this hotel.”  
 
The item “consider XYZ your first choice to buy ____ services” and “to do more business with 
XYZ in the next few years” as it did not reflect any actions pertaining to positive word of 
mouth.   Scores of 1-3 indicated low scores with little or no action loyalty, where hotel guests 
are less likely to positively and proactively recommend to their friends, acquaintances and 
colleagues. Scores of 5-7 indicated high scores with high action loyalty, where hotel guests 
were more likely to positively and proactively recommend to their friends, acquaintances and 
colleagues. 
 
Low overall scores for loyalty meant customers were less likely to be truly loyal. High overall 
scores for loyalty indicated that customers were more likely to be truly loyal. 
 
7.2.3 Measures of Camaraderie 
 
To date, there seemed to be only one validated scale created, to measure camaraderie.  The 
scale was used to measure the spirit of camaraderie in organization and was developed by Rego, 
A., Souto, S., Cunha, M., & Tetrick, Lois E. (2009). It was based on scales developed by Rego 
and Cunha (2007a, 2007b), to measure the perceptions of what Kets de Vries (2001) labeled 
authentizotic organizations. There were 4 items. “A sense of family exists among employees”. 
“People show concerns for the well-being of others”, “The organization atmosphere is friendly” 
and “A great team spirit characterizes the organization”.  
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For normalization, a 7-point Likert scale was used in this research instead of the 6-point Likert 
scale used originally. The context of questions was slightly modified to adapt to the hotel 
industry. There were 2 sets of scales to measure camaraderie, camaraderie amongst hotel 
employees and guests and camaraderie amongst hotel guests with other guests.  
 
“A sense of family exists among employees/guests” was changed to “Hotel employees/guests 
care about one another here.”  This was to ensure that the definition of sense of family would 
not be misunderstood.  
 
“The organization atmosphere is friendly” was reworded to “When you stay in the hotel, the 
hotel employee/guests make you feel welcome.” 
 
Instead of the item “A great team spirit characterizes the organization”, which was more 
suitable for the context of the original purpose of the questionnaire, of camaraderie within an 
organization, it was replaced with “The sense of esprit de corp amongst hotel employees/guests 
characterizes the hotel.” 
 
Camaraderie amongst hotel employees and guests was measured with a 4 item, 7-point Likert-
type scale. “Hotel employees care about one another here.”  “When you stay in the hotel, hotel 
employees make you feel welcome.” “Hotel employees show genuine concern for the 
wellbeing of guests.” “The sense of esprit de corp amongst hotel employees characterizes the 
hotel.” 
 
Camaraderie amongst hotel guests and guests was measured with a 4 item, 7-point Likert-type 
scale. “Hotel guests care about one another here.”  “When you stay in the hotel, hotel guests 
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make you feel welcome.” “Hotel guests show genuine concern for the wellbeing of other 
guests.” “The sense of esprit de corp amongst hotel guests characterizes the hotel.” 
 
Scores of 1 to 3(low scores) indicated low camaraderie. Scores of 4 to 7(high scores) indicated 
high camaraderie. 
7.3 Measure Validation 
 
The following sections included discussions about the scales used, their reliability and the 
factor patterns produced. 
7.3.1 The scales 
 
In this research, a 7-point Likert scale was used for respondents to measure emotional customer 
satisfaction and attitudinal customer loyalty by ranking the importance of variables measured 
and its attributes. A 7-point numerical scale was recommended for structural equation 
modelling, as a sufficient range of score values introduces variance (Schumacker and Lomax, 
1996).   
 
A 7-point scale was used here to enhance reliability of the scales (Churchill and Peter, 1984) 
and to discourage respondents from being drawn to the mid-point, which was less obvious than 
a five-point scale. However, for respondents with a neutral response, a midpoint was included 
as a response, so respondents were not pressured into selecting a predisposition, hence, 
reducing biasness.  
 
An option of “I don’t know” was also included so customers could opt out of the question if 
they could not comprehend the question, instead of selecting a neutral response “Neither agree 
nor disagree”, which could lead to biased results.  
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7.3.2 Normality  
 
Consistency was checked as none of the items in the questionnaire was reverse coded. The 
values were adequate to continue with analysis. 
7.3.3 Reliability  
 
 Validity was checked as questions were tried and tested and useful in other studies of similar 
context. Hence, it provided this study with valid measures. The reliability of the scale was 
measured with Cronbach alpha. 
Table 5 Composite reliability table 
Item/Construct  
Composite 
Reliability 
Emotional Satisfaction  0.993 
Cognitive Loyalty 0.902 
Affective Loyalty 0.848 
Conative Loyalty 0.91 
Action Loyalty 0.959 
Camaraderie (Hotel employees) 0.951 
Camaraderie (Hotel guests) 0.95 
 
All alpha coefficients for the data exceeded the minimum standard for reliability of 0.7 
recommended by Nunnally (1978) for basic research. Hence, these measures were adequately 
reliable. 
7.4 Data Analysis 
The analysis of data was conducted using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 
software for descriptive statistics and structural equation modelling (SEM) to test the proposed 
model. Reliability and construct validity were first established.  
 
Correlations, means, standard deviations, and Cronbach alphas were calculated for all 
constructs. The measurement model was then assessed using Pearson Correlation analysis to 
assess the correlation. Assessing the value laden constructs, and the relationship between the 
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value-laden constructs and attachment allowed evaluation of items employed(Conlon, 2003; 
Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). 
 
Chapter 8: Results 
8.1 Descriptive statistics 
 
Interview 
According to hoteliers interviewed, there was general consensus that tangible hotel features 
were no longer sufficient for customers, as was considered a basic requirement. It was 
concluded that to differentiate, an emotional connection or bonding with customers would be 
an important aspect. 
  
There were mixed views on customer satisfaction and loyalty, with one hotelier who cited that 
higher customer satisfaction would lead to higher loyalty and three hoteliers who commented 
on the weak link between customer satisfaction and loyalty. Customers might be satisfied but 
not loyal as there always seek after novelty, they might not return to the same destination again 
and the company’s choice of hotel was not the hotel they were satisfied with.  
 
However, with camaraderie, customers would eventually return to the same hotel after trying 
out others, spread positive word of mouth to peers and family and to recommend. It was 
concurred that word of mouth as a measure of loyalty would be appropriate for hotels. 
Camaraderie amongst employees to guest was rated as most ideal in creating customer 
satisfaction and loyalty. 
Questionnaire 
Means and standard deviation for all measures (28 items, four items of emotional satisfaction, 
two items of cognitive loyalty, two items of affective loyalty, three items of conative loyalty, 
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three items of action loyalty, four items of hotel employees to guest camaraderie and four items 
of guest to guest camaraderie) were reported in Table 6. All scales ranged from one to seven. 
Table 6 Mean and standard deviation 
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Items & Constructs
Standard 
Deviation Mean Min Max
Emotional Satisfaction 
displeased/pleased 2.22 3.56 1 7
unhappy/happy 2.22 3.49 1 7
contented/uncontented 2.22 3.52 1 7
frustrating/enjoyable 2.22 3.51 1 7
Cognitive Loyalty
This hotel provides me superior service quality as compared to any other hotel brands. 1.11 5.59 2 7
This hotel provides me more benefits than other hotels in its category. 1.13 5.53 2 7
Affective Loyalty
I love staying at this hotel. 1.05 5.79 2 7
I like this hotel more so than other hotel brands. 1.18 5.46 1 7
Conative Loyalty
Even if another hotel brand near this hotel is offering a lower room rate, I still stay at this hotel. 1.27 5.32 2 7
I intend to continue staying at this hotel. 1.11 5.52 1 7
I will come and stay at this hotel if I visit this city again. 1.15 5.5 2 7
Action Loyalty
I will certainly recommend this hotel to my friends, relatives and acquaintances. 1.05 5.73 3 7
I will recommend this hotel to people who seek my advice on hotels to stay in. 1.07 5.71 3 7
I will encourage people to stay at this hotel. 1.08 5.67 1 7
Camaraderie (Hotel employees)
Hotel employees care about one another here. 1.09 5.74 1 7
When you stay in the hotel, hotel employees make you feel welcome. 0.99 5.95 1 7
Hotel employees show genuine concern for the wellbeing of other guests. 1.03 5.92 2 7
The sense of esprit de corp amongst hotel employees characterizes the hotel. 1.06 5.84 2 7
Camaraderie(Hotel guests)
Hotel guests care about one another here. 1.20 5.38 1 7
When you stay in the hotel, hotel guests make you feel welcome. 1.13 5.38 2 7
Hotel guests show genuine concern for the wellbeing of other guests. 1.16 5.38 2 7
The sense of esprit de corp amongst hotel guests characterizes the hotel. 1.16 5.36 2 7
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Two camaraderie (hotel employees to guest) items received mean scores close to six. The items 
were: 
(a) when you stay in the hotel, hotel employees make you feel welcome. (Mean: 5.95, Standard 
Deviation: 0.99) 
(b) hotel employees show genuine concern for the wellbeing of other guests. (Mean: 5.92, 
Standard Deviation: 1.03) 
 
In general, hotel employee and guest camaraderie revealed relatively high means. The results 
for the means of hotel guest and guest camaraderie reported slightly lower means than hotel 
employee and guest camaraderie. This indicated high camaraderie observed. 
 
The results showed that respondents reported a greater number of negative emotions than 
positive. Means for the four emotional satisfaction items were: 3.56 (displeased/pleased), 
3.49(unhappy/happy), 3.52(uncontented/contented) and 3.51(frustrating/enjoyable). This 
indicated more negative emotions felt. 
 
Means for the four phases of loyalty were above 5, indicating presence of high loyalty.  
 
 
8.2 Correlation Analysis 
 
Scales used were pre-validated, with some slight amendments due to the different context. 
Correlation analysis based on Pearson product correlation was conducted for each item against 
summed index in their respective categories to analyse the strength of association between each 
item and the summed index score. According to Buckingham, A., & Saunders, P. (2004), as a 
rule of thumb, any item in an index, which correlates with the total index score at below about 
0.3 is deemed to be a poor measure. This did not apply to any of the items measured. 
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Table 7 Loyalty vs summed index correlation item analysis 
 
 
 
In the correlation analysis between loyalty against summed index, all items were strong 
measures.  
Table 8 Emotional satisfaction vs summed index correlation item analysis 
 
 
 
In the correlation analysis between emotional satisfaction against summed index, all items 
were strong measures.  
 
totalloyalty
Cognitive 
loyalty-
superior 
Cognitive 
loyalty - 
benefits
Affective 
loyalty-love
Affective 
loyalty-like
Conative 
loyalty-rate
Conative 
loyaty-cont 
staying
Conative 
loyalty-return 
visit
Action loyalty-
recommend
Action loyalty-
recommendif
asked
Action loyalty-
encourageme
nt
totalloyalty 1.00
Cognitive loyalty-
superior service .810** 1.00
Cognitive loyalty - 
benefits .824** .822** 1.00
Affective loyalty-
love .860** .678** .683** 1.00
Affective loyalty-
like .837** .641** .725** .741** 1.00
Conative loyalty-
rate .787** .601** .609** .588** .653** 1.00
Conative loyaty-
continue staying .906** .681** .696** .767** .762** .706** 1.00
Conative loyalty-
return visit .898** .661** .656** .737** .724** .765** .864** 1.00
Action loyalty-
recommend .874** .621** .589** .729** .613** .617** .738** .768** 1.00
Action loyalty-
recommendifasked .841** .588** .595** .681** .579** .533** .716** .726** .898** 1.00
Action loyalty-
encouragement .854** .577** .603** .724** .636** .538** .753** .707** .889** .874** 1.00
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Total emo sat
Emot sat-
pleased
Emo sat-
happy
Emo sat-
content
Emo sat-
enjoyable
Total emo sat 1.00
Emo sat-pleased .989** 1.00
Emo sat-happy .988** .974** 1.00
Emo sat-content .993** .973** .973** 1.00
Emo sat-enjoyable .987** .964** .961** .981** 1.00
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 9 Hotel employees and guest camaraderie vs summed index correlation item analysis 
 
 
 
In the correlation analysis between hotel employees and guest camaraderie against summed 
index, all items were strong measures.  
Table 10 Hotel guest and guest camaraderie vs summed index correlation item analysis 
 
 
In the correlation analysis between hotel guest and guest camaraderie against summed index, 
all items were strong measures. 
Hotel employees-guest 
cam Total cam
Camaraderie-
care
Camaraderie-
welcome
Camaraderie-
genuine 
concern
Camaraderie-
sense of 
espirit de 
corp
Total cam 1.00
Camaraderie -care .860** 1.00
Camaraderie-welcome .820** .815** 1.00
Camaraderie-genuine 
concern .844** .800** .878** 1.00
Camaraderie-sense of 
espirit de corp .866** .828** .818** .851** 1.00
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Hotel guest-guest cam Total cam
Camaraderie-
care
Camaraderie-
welcome
Camaraderie-
genuine 
concern
Camaraderie-
sense of 
espirit de 
corp
Total cam 1.00
Camaraderie -care .841** 1.00
Camaraderie-welcome .874** .833** 1.00
Camaraderie-genuine 
concern .868** .780** .919** 1.00
Camaraderie-sense of 
espirit de corp .873** .767** .822** .841** 1.00
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Correlations were computed among the three constructs on the data for 165 guests. The results 
suggested that one out of three correlations were statistically significant and were greater or 
equal to p<0.01, two tailed. The correlations of emotional satisfaction with loyalty and 
camaraderie were negative and not significant. The correlation of camaraderie with loyalty was 
positive and significant. 
Table 11 Correlations between loyalty, emotional satisfaction and camaraderie 
 
 
 
In general, the results suggested camaraderie had no relationship with emotional satisfaction. 
Camaraderie was not a predictor of emotional satisfaction. Emotional satisfaction had no 
bearing on any aspects of loyalty. A further correlation analysis was conducted, by breaking 
down the 3 constructs into their specific measures. The specific items in each construct were 
measured against one another. 
 
Table 12 Correlation breakdown analysis of constructs 
 
 
Loyalty
Emotional 
Satisfaction Camaraderie
Loyalty 1.00
Emotional Satisfaction -0.12 1.00
Camaraderie 0.666** -0.07 1.00
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
All Guests 
Cognitive 
Loyalty  
Affective 
Loyalty  
Conative 
Loyalty  
Action 
Loyalty  
Emotional 
Satisfaction  
Camaraderie 
(Hotel 
employees) 
Camaraderie 
(Hotel 
Guests) 
Cognitive Loyalty  1.00       
Affective Loyalty  0.77** 1.00      
Conative Loyalty  0.74** 0.82** 1.00     
Action Loyalty  0.65** 0.73** 0.76** 1.00    
Emotional Satisfaction  -0.15 * -0.06* -0.13 -0.07 1.00   
Camaraderie(Hotel employees) 0.56** 0.46** 0.53** 0.49** -0.03 1.00  
Camaraderie(Hotel Guest) 0.61** 0.54** 0.64** 0.55** -0.09 0.68** 1.00 
*correlation is significant at 0.05 level(2-tailed)      
**correlation is significant at 0.01 level(2-tailed)      
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Conative loyalty and affective loyalty were found to have the highest positive correlation, at 
0.82.  This was aligned with Back’s (2005) findings which indicated that affective loyalty 
induced by cognitive loyalty made a tremendous contribution to the generation of hotel 
customers’ conative loyalty. 
 
This was followed by cognitive and affective loyalty, at 0.77. This could be supported by 
finding of Back and Parks (2003) who found that cognitive loyalty exerted a significant 
influence on affective loyalty. These results were further validated by Lee et al. (2010) who 
found that value and quality as cognitive components had a positive influence on affect in a 
green hotel context.  
 
Acton loyalty and conative loyalty had the third highest correlation at 0.76. This was in support 
of findings of Back and Parks (2003) who found that hotel guests’ action loyalty was a positive 
function of conative loyalty built through the cognitive and affective stages. 
 
In general, emotional satisfaction had no correlation to camaraderie and the different phases of 
loyalty. This indicated that emotional satisfaction and loyalty had no relationship. This was a 
surprising find as it was thought that it was intuitive for camaraderie to lead to positive emotion. 
The lack of relationship between emotional satisfaction and loyalty also came as a surprise as 
it had been proven the opposite in some research. 
 
Emotional satisfaction and cognitive loyalty had no correlation and was lowest at -0.15. 
Emotional satisfaction had no correlation to action loyalty at -0.07. These contradicted findings 
of prior research. Ladhari, R. (2009) investigated that emotions play an important role in 
explaining guests’ behavioural intentions in hotel industry.  It was also postulated that positive 
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or negative emotions that consumers associate with the service encounter played an equally 
important role in determining future behavioural intention (Oliver, 1993; Richins, 1997; 
Barsky and Nash, 2002). In parallel, Martin, D., O'Neill, M., Hubbard, S., & Palmer, A. (2008) 
also concluded that emotionally-based satisfaction was a stronger indicator of future 
behavioural intention than traditional cognitive measures.   
 
It could be possible that positive or negative emotions in these researches were derived from 
satisfaction with operations pertaining only to the service per se.  Most of the research took 
processes into consideration and none examined emotional satisfaction from an experience 
aspect. Hence, by using the same emotions as these researches, it could be measuring the wrong 
things. 
 
However, according to Oliver, 1999, “although satisfaction was a necessary step in loyalty 
formation, it would become less significant as loyalty began to set through other mechanisms. 
These mechanisms, omitted from consideration in current models, included the roles of 
personal determinism ("fortitude") and social bonding at the institutional and personal level.” It 
could be applied to this research whereby loyalty had set in via camaraderie (social bonding).  
 
Having established that, in accordance to Jasinskas, E., Streimikiene, D., Svagzdiene, B., & 
Simanavicius, A. (2016), in order to determine customer loyalty, it is not enough to determine 
only their satisfaction, the impact of other factors forming customers’ loyalty should be 
measured. 
 
In explaining the lack of relationship between camaraderie and emotional satisfaction, it could 
be inferred from Kim, M., Vogt, C., & Knutson, B. (2015) research on delight. As previously 
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mentioned, camaraderie was similar to delight as both elicited positive emotions from an 
experience aspect. Delight produced emotional bonds between customers and a company, 
product, or service by “wowing” them, which might provide additional psychological benefits 
to the customers (Berry, 1995; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Oliver et al., 1997).  Many 
studies proposed that delight was more likely to affect loyalty than satisfaction (Berman, 2005; 
Crotts et al., 2008; McNeilly & Barr, 2006; Oliver et al., 1997; Torres & Kline, 2006), yet the 
empirical findings so far were inconsistent across studies and product types (Hicks et al., 2005; 
Finn, 2005; Loureiro, 2010; Ngobo, 1999). Hence, the same could be inferred from this 
research.  
 
It was also likely that the wrong facets of emotional satisfaction from camaraderie were tested 
in this research, hence, it did not correlate. It was possible that we could be measuring different 
things as we were on different reference points.  The product or service was not the consumable 
but camaraderie, which was provided by the organization (Oliver, 1999). A different set of 
emotions perhaps emanating from the original scales of Izard, (1972) could be considered in 
future research.   
 
Camaraderie for both employees and hotel guests was highly correlated and positively related 
with loyalty measures. This indicated that camaraderie and loyalty had a strong relationship 
with each other.  
 
Interestingly, the correlation between camaraderie of hotel employees and hotel guest and 
camaraderie of hotel guest and hotel guest was relatively high at 0.68. This could be due to the 
rub off effect of camaraderie amongst hotel employees to hotel guest, creating an open 
environment that was more likely to lead to camaraderie amongst guests.  
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Hence, to conclude, the scales used were found to be sufficiently valid and reliable to work 
with. With instruments adequate to pursue the aims of this research, the next section would 
report and discuss the findings.  
 
8.3 Hypotheses testing  
  
The hypotheses were all tested, with results of structural equation model (correlation) 
summarised in Figure 4. 
 
Figure 4 Results of structural equation model  
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*correlation is significant at 0.05 level(2-tailed)  
**correlation is significant at 0.01 level(2-tailed)   
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H1: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to emotional customer 
satisfaction. 
First, hypothesis one was tested. The relationship between hotel employee and guest 
camaraderie and emotional customer satisfaction was found to be insignificant (p=0.666). The 
coefficient was -0.076, with t value of -0.433.  Hence, the hypothesis was not supported. 
 
H2: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to emotional customer satisfaction.  
Secondly, hypothesis two was tested. The relationship between camaraderie of hotel guest and 
guest to emotional satisfaction was insignificant (p=0.233).    The coefficient was -0.189, with 
a t-value of -1.198. Thus, the hypothesis was not supported.  
 
H3: Emotional customer satisfaction will lead to cognitive loyalty. 
For hypothesis three, the relationship between emotional satisfaction and cognitive loyalty was 
significant (p=0.048).  The coefficient was -0.075, with a t-value of -1.989. Hence, the 
hypothesis was not supported. 
 
H4: Emotional customer satisfaction will lead to affective loyalty. 
In hypothesis four, the effect of emotional satisfaction on affective loyalty was insignificant 
(p=0.444). The coefficient was -0.029, with t-value of -0.768. Hence, the hypothesis was not 
supported. 
 
H5: Emotional customer satisfaction will lead to conative loyalty. 
In testing hypothesis five, the effect of emotional satisfaction to conative loyalty was 
insignificant(p=0.088). The coefficient was -0.066, with a t-value of -1.716. Thus, the 
hypothesis was not supported. 
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H6: Emotional customer satisfaction will lead to action loyalty. 
For hypothesis six, the effect of emotional satisfaction on action loyalty was insignificant (p 
=0.352). The coefficient was -0.034, with t value of -0.934. The hypothesis was not supported.  
 
H7: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to cognitive loyalty. 
In testing hypothesis seven, the regression path from cognitive brand loyalty to affective brand 
loyalty was significant (p < .01). The coefficient was 0.614, with t-value of 8.575. Based on 
this result, hotel employee and guest camaraderie positively influenced cognitive loyalty. Thus, 
hypothesis seven was supported. 
 
H8: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to affective loyalty. 
In testing hypothesis eight, the relationship between camaraderie of hotel employees and guest 
and affective loyalty was statistically significant (p < .01). The coefficient was 0.497, with t-
value of 6.672. Based on this result, hotel employee and guest camaraderie positively 
influenced affective loyalty. Thus, the hypothesis was supported. 
 
H9: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to conative loyalty. 
In testing hypothesis nine, the effect of camaraderie of hotel employees and guest on conative 
loyalty was statistically significant (p < .01). The coefficient was 0.588, with t-value of 4.535. 
Hence, hypothesis nine was supported. 
 
H10: Hotel employees and hotel guest camaraderie will lead to action loyalty. 
In testing hypothesis ten, the relationship between camaraderie of hotel employee and guest 
and action loyalty was statistically significant (p < .01). The coefficient was 0.515, with t-value 
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of 7.140.  This indicated that camaraderie between hotel employees and guest was more likely 
to predict action loyalty, whereby, guests were more likely to give positive word of mouth 
reviews and recommendations proactively.  
 
H11: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to cognitive loyalty. 
For hypothesis eleven, the relationship between camaraderie among hotel guest and guest and 
cognitive loyalty was statistically significant (p < .01). The coefficient was 0.608, with t-value 
of 9.942. 
 
H12: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to affective loyalty. 
In testing hypothesis twelve, the effect of camaraderie of hotel gest and guest on affective 
loyalty was statistically significant (p < .01). The coefficient was 0.522 with t-value of 8.236. 
the hypothesis was supported. 
 
H13: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to conative loyalty. 
For hypothesis thirteen, the relationship between camaraderie among hotel guest and guest and 
conative loyalty was statistically significant (p < .01). The coefficient was 0.637, with t-value 
of 10.503. Hence, the hypothesis was supported. 
 
H14: Hotel guest to guest camaraderie will lead to action loyalty. 
For hypothesis fourteen, the effect of camaraderie among hotel guest and guest and action 
loyalty was statistically significant (p-value= 0). The coefficient was 0.518, with t-value of 
8.327. Hence, the hypothesis was supported. 
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For H1 to H6, the parameter estimates, and their associated t-values were not at acceptable 
levels (p <0.01; t >1.96). 
 
For H7 to H14, the parameter estimates, and their associated t-values were all at acceptable 
levels (p <0.01; t >1.96). 
 
6 out of 14 hypotheses were not supported. 8 out of 14 hypotheses were supported. 
 
8.4 Structural Model Results 
 
Regression analysis was conducted on the 8 hypotheses with significant results. Both types of 
camaraderie and loyalty showed positive and significant results. Based on the results, a new 
model with camaraderie as direct predicter of loyalty was proposed.  
Figure 5 New proposed model 
 
 
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
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44.4% (R2=0.44) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,163) =130.212, p < .01, t=11.411. The regression model, 
Lma= 1.815+0.671Cam 
was a good fit of the data to the model. camaraderie contributed significantly(p < .01) to the 
model, (with coefficient of 0.671 and p value of 0). 
 
Diving deeper, by separating camaraderie into two types, hotel employee to guest camaraderie 
and hotel guest to guest camaraderie, a regression analysis was conducted to predict the impact 
of the two types of camaraderie on the different phases of loyalty.  
 
For hotel employees to guest camaraderie, the final predictive models to predict the different 
stages of loyalty were,  
Cognitive loyalty: Lcg=1.965+0.614Cameg 
Affective loyalty: Laf=2.714+0.497Cameg 
Conative loyalty: Lcn=2.003+0.588Cameg 
Action loyalty: Lac=2.686+0.515Cameg 
For hotel guests to guest camaraderie, the final predictive models to predict the different stages 
of loyalty were, 
Cognitive loyalty: Lcg=2.297+0.608Camgg 
Affective loyalty: Laf=2.819+0.522Camgg 
Conative loyalty: Lcn=2.023+0.637Camgg 
Action loyalty: Lac= 2.922+0.518Camgg 
Those both incidences of loyalty were found to be significant predictors of loyalty. A cross 
sectional analysis based on distribution sample segments, purpose of travel, age, groups and 
frequency were conducted. 
 
 
 
 
71 
 
 
8.5 Results for purpose of travel 
 
A correlation analysis and regression analysis of business travellers and leisure travellers were 
conducted.  
Table 13 Purpose of travel analysis 
 
 
 
8.5.1 Business traveller 
 
Table 14 Business traveller breakdown analysis 
 
 
 
For business travellers, the correlation between loyalty and camaraderie was 0.592. regression 
analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The results of the 
regression indicated that the model explained 35.7%(R2=0.357) of the variance and that the 
model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =32.823, p < .01, t=5.729. The final 
predictive model to predict loyalty from camaraderie was:  
Lbiz=1.50+0.701Cam 
was a good fit of the data to the model, (with coefficient of 0.701 and p value of 0). 
 
 
 
 
Type of traveller Loyalty vs cam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Business travellers .592** 0.70 5.73 0.00 Significant 
Leisure  travellers .756** 0.74 10.76 0.00 Significant 
Neither 0.52 Not significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Business travellers Loyalty Beta coeff T value P-value Results
E cam .465** 0.53 4.11 0 Significant 
Gcam .611** 0.627 5.989 0 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 15  Business traveller employees to guest loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
 
 
Regression analysis for hotel to guest camaraderie and loyalty revealed that hotel to guest 
camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated 
that the model explained 22.3%(R2=0.223) of the variance and that the model was a significant 
predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =16.916, p < .01, t=4.113. The predictive model to predict loyalty 
from employee to guest camaraderie was: 
LBiz= 2.372+0.533Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employee to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.533 and p value of 0). 
 
Employees to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty 
Regression analysis for hotel to guest camaraderie and cognitive loyalty revealed that hotel to 
guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the 
regression indicated that the model explained 27.4%(R2=0.274) of the variance and that the 
model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =22.312, p < .01, t=54.724. The predictive 
model to predict cognitive loyalty from employee to guest camaraderie was: 
LBizcg= 1.985+0.6Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employee to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.6 and p value of 0). 
 
Business travellers   E cam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .524** 0.6 4.724 0 Significant 
Affective .377** 0.492 3.125 0.03 Significant 
Conative .476** 0.636 4.157 0 Significant 
Action .332** 0.406 2.706 0.01 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty 
Regression analysis for hotel to guest camaraderie and affective loyalty revealed that hotel to 
guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the 
regression indicated that the model explained 14.2%(R2=0.142) of the variance and that the 
model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =9.766, p < .01.03, t=3.125. The 
predictive model to predict cognitive loyalty from employee to guest camaraderie was: 
LBizaf= 2.628+0.492Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employee to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.492 and p value of 0.03). 
 
Employees to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty 
Regression analysis for hotel to guest camaraderie and conative loyalty revealed that hotel to 
guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the 
regression indicated that the model explained 22.7%(R2=0.227) of the variance and that the 
model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =17.279, p < .01, t=4.157. The predictive 
model to predict cognitive loyalty from employee to guest camaraderie was: 
LBizcn= 1.631+0.636Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employee to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.635 and p value of 0). 
 
Employees to guest camaraderie to action loyalty 
Regression analysis for hotel to guest camaraderie and action loyalty revealed that hotel to 
guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the 
regression indicated that the model explained 11.0%(R2=0.110) of the variance and that the 
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model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =7.324, p < .01.01, t=2.706. The 
predictive model to predict cognitive loyalty from employee to guest camaraderie was: 
LBizac= 3.242+0.406Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employee to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01.01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.406 and p value of 0.01). 
 
Table 16 Business traveller guests to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
 
 
 
Regression analysis for guest to guest camaraderie and loyalty revealed that guest to guest 
camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty(p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that 
the model explained 37.8%(R2=0.378) of the variance and that the model was a significant 
predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =35.863, p < .01, t=5.989. The predictive model to predict loyalty 
from guest to guest camaraderie was: 
LBiz= 2.03+0.627Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guest to guest Camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.627 and p value of 0). 
 
Guest to guest camaraderie and cognitive loyalty 
Regression analysis for guest to guest camaraderie and cognitive loyalty revealed that guest to 
guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the 
Business travellers G Cam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .591** 0.622 5.632 0 Significant 
Affective .525** 0.619 4.737 0 Significant 
Conative .657** 0.793 6.696 0 Significant 
Action .441** 0.487 3.776 0 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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regression indicated that the model explained 35.0%(R2=0.350) of the variance and that the 
model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =31.720, p < .01, t=5.632. The predictive 
model to predict cognitive loyalty from guest to guest camaraderie was: 
LBizcg= 2.138+0.611Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guest to guest camaraderie contributed significantly (p 
< .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.611 and p value of 0). 
 
Guest to guest camaraderie and affective loyalty 
Regression analysis for guest to guest camaraderie and affective loyalty revealed that guest to 
guest camaraderie significantly predicted affective loyalty (p < .01). The results of the 
regression indicated that the model explained 27.6%(R2=0.276) of the variance and that the 
model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =22.436, p < .01, t=4.737. The predictive 
model to predict affective loyalty from guest to guest camaraderie was: 
LBizaf= 2.096+0.619Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guest to guest camaraderie contributed significantly (p 
< .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.619 and p value of 0). 
 
Guest to guest camaraderie and conative loyalty 
Regression analysis for guest to guest camaraderie and conative loyalty revealed that guest to 
guest camaraderie significantly predicted conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the 
regression indicated that the model explained 43.2%(R2=0.432) of the variance and that the 
model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =44.834, p < .01, t=6.696. The predictive 
model to predict cognitive loyalty from guest to guest camaraderie was: 
LBizcn= 0.982+0.793Camgg 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Guest to guest camaraderie contributed significantly (p 
< .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.793 and p value of 0). 
 
Guest to guest camaraderie and action loyalty  
Regression analysis for guest to guest camaraderie and action loyalty revealed that guest to 
guest camaraderie significantly predicted action loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression 
indicated that the model explained 19.5%(R2=0.195) of the variance and that the model was a 
significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,59) =14.257, p < .01, t=3.776. The predictive model to 
predict cognitive loyalty from guest to guest camaraderie was: 
LBizac= 2.937+0.487Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guest to guest camaraderie contributed significantly (p 
< .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.487 and p value of 0). 
   
8.5.2 Leisure travellers 
 
Table 17 Leisure travellers breakdown analysis 
 
 
 
 
 
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 56.3%(R2=0.563) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,90) =115.835, p < .01, t=10.763. 
The regression model, 
Llei= 1.513+0.753Cam 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Camaraderie contributed significantly (p < .01) to the 
model, (with coefficient of 0.753 and p value of 0). 
Table 18 Leisure traveller employees to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 50.0%(R2=0.500) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,90) =89.945, p < .01, t=9.484. 
The regression model, 
Llei= 1.384+0.719Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.719and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
40.0%(R2=0.400) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,90) =59.945, p < .01, t=7.742. The regression model, 
Lleicg= 0.965+0.780Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.780 and p value of 0). 
 
Leisure travellers E Cam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .632** 0.78 7.742 0 Significant 
Affective .582** 0.635 6.789 0 Significant 
Conative .656** 0.738 8.253 0 Significant 
Action .665** 0.722 8.44 0 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
 
 
 
 
78 
 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
affective loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
33.9%(R2=0.339) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,90) =46.095, p < .01, t=6.789. The regression model, 
Lleiaf= 1.929+0.635Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.635 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
43.1%(R2=0.431) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,90) =68.105, p < .01, t=8.253. The regression model, 
Lleicn= 1.130+0.738Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.738 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
action loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
44.2%(R2=0.442) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,90) =71.307, p < .01, t=8.44. The regression model, 
Lleiac= 1.513+0.722Cameg 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.722 and p value of 0). 
 
Table 19 Leisure travellers and loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 46.6%(R2=0.466) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,90) =78.500, p < .01, t=8.860. 
The regression model, 
Llei= 2.670+0.557Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.719and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
39.9%(R2=0.399) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,90) =59.704, p < .01, t=5.160. The regression model, 
Lleicg= 2.250+0.625Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.625 and p value of 0). 
Leisure travellers G Cam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .632** 0.625 5.16 0 Significant 
Affective .568** 0.497 6.542 0 Significant 
Conative .638** 0.575 7.851 0 Significant 
Action .608** 0.53 7.265 0 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
affective loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
32.2%(R2=0.322) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,90) =42.794, p < .01, t=6.542. The regression model, 
Lleiaf= 3.038+0.497Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.497 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted conative 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
40.6%(R2=0.406) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,90) =61.630, p < .01, t=7.851. The regression model, 
Lleicn= 2.431+0.575Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.575 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
37.0%(R2=0.370) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,90) =52.785, p < .01, t=7.265. The regression model, 
Lleiac= 2.959+0.530Camgg 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.530 and p value of 0). 
 
Both types of camaraderie predicted 4 phases of loyalty for business travellers and leisure 
travellers. Hence, the results were robust across all travellers.  
8.6 Age  
 
A correlation analysis and regression analysis on different age groups, segmented based on 
generation were conducted.  
Table 20 Age group analysis 
 
 
The silent generation was disregarded as it was insignificant and the sample size (n=3) was too 
small to be representative. 
8.6.1Baby Boomers (1946-1964) 
For baby boomers (1946-1964), the correlation between loyalty and camaraderie was the, at 
0.751, significant at p < .01.  Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly 
predicted loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
54.2%(R2=0.542) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =15.405, t=3.925, p < .01.  The regression model, 
Lbb= 1.578+0.685Cam 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Camaraderie contributed significantly (p < .01) to the 
model, (with coefficient of 0.685 and p value of 0). 
 
Age groups Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Silent generation(1925-1945) 0.873 1.03 1.97 0.30 Not significant 
Baby boomers(1946-1964) .751** 0.69 3.93 0.00 Significant 
Generation X (1965-1981) .720** 0.79 8.01 0.00 Significant 
Millennials(1982-2004) .584** 0.57 6.59 0.00 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 21 Baby boomers breakdown analysis 
 
 
 
A comparison between hotel employees to guests’ camaraderie and guests to guests’ 
camaraderie amongst baby boomers revealed that both are significant (p < .01) with t value of 
4.13 and 3.17 respectively. The former explained 56.7%(R2=0.567) of the variance in model F 
(1,13) =17.026), while the latter explained 43.6%(R2=0.436), F (1,13) =10.066.  
 
Table 22 Baby boomers employees to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 56.7%(R2=0.567) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,13) =17.026, p < .01.001, t=4.126. 
The regression model, 
Lbb= 0.471+0.805Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.805 and p value of 0.001). 
 
Baby boomers(1946-1964) Beta coeff T value P-value Results
E cam .765** 0.81 4.13 0.01 Significant 
Gcam .676** 0.497 3.17 0.01 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Baby boomers(1946-1964) Ecam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .685** 1.03 3.39 0.05 Significant 
Affective .604* 0.71 2.73 0.02 Significant 
Conative .673** 0.73 3.28 0.01 Significant 
Action .798** 0.75 4.77 0.00 Significant 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
46.9%(R2=0.469) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =11.485, p < .01, t=3.389. The regression model, 
Lbbcg= -0.883+1.027Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 1.027 and p value of 0.05). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
affective loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
36.5%(R2=0.365) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =7.467, p < .01, t=2.733 The regression model, 
Lbbaf= 1.122+0.713Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01.017) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.713 and p value of 0.017). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01.006). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
45.3%(R2=0.453) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =10.753, p < .01.006, t=3.279. The regression model, 
Lbbcn= 0.709+0.733Cameg 
 
 
 
 
84 
 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01.006) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.733 and p value of 0.006). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
action loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
63.7%(R2=0.637) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =22.772, p < .01, t=4.772. The regression model, 
Lbbac= 0.936+0.747Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.747 and p value of 0). 
 
Table 23 Baby boomers guests to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 43.6%(R2=0.436) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,13) =10.066, p < .05, t=3.173. 
The regression model, 
Lbb= 2.909+0.497Camgg 
Baby boomers(1946-1964) Gcam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .536* 0.57 2.29 0.04 Significant 
Affective .575* 0.48 2.53 0.03 Significant 
Conative .569* 0.44 2.50 0.03 Significant 
Action .772** 0.51 4.38 0.00 Significant 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel guest to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.497 and p value of 0.007). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive 
loyalty (p < .05). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
28.7%(R2=0.287) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =5.229, p < .05, t=2.287. The regression model, 
Lbbcg= 2.578+0.565Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.565 and p value of 0.04). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted affective 
loyalty (p < .05). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
33.0%(R2=0.330) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =6.405, p < .05, t=2.531. The regression model, 
Lbbaf= 3.092+0.477Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .05) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.477 and p value of 0.03). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted conative 
loyalty (p < .05). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
 
 
 
 
86 
 
32.4%(R2=32.4) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =6.238, p < .05, t=2.498. The regression model, 
Lbbcn= 3.011+0.436Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .05) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.436 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
59.6%(R2=0.596) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,13) =19.217, p < .01, t=4.384. The regression model, 
Lleiac= 2.954+0.509Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.509 and p value of 0.001). 
 
8.6.2 Generation X (1965-1981) 
 
Regression analysis for Generation X revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty 
(p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 51.7%(R2=0.517) of 
the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,60) =64.117, 
t=8.007, p < .01.  The regression model, 
Lgx= 1.156+0.786Cam 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Camaraderie contributed significantly (p < .01) to the 
model, (with coefficient of 0.786 and p value of 0). 
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Table 24 Generation X breakdown analysis  
 
 
Table 25 Generation X employees to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 41.8%(R2=0.418) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,60) =43.154, p < .01, t=6.569. 
The regression model, 
Lgx=1.727 +0.670Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.670 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
54.6%(R2=0.546) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,60) =72.075, p < .01, t=8.490. The regression model, 
Lgxcg= 1.213+0.761Cameg 
Generation X (1965-1981) Loyalty Beta coeff T value P-value Results
E cam .451** 0.67 6.57 0.00 Significant 
Gcam .607** 0.671 7.19 0.00 Significant 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Generation X (1965-1981) Ecam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .739** 0.76 8.49 0.00 Significant 
Affective .479** 0.56 4.22 0.00 Significant 
Conative .640** 0.81 6.44 0.00 Significant 
Action .510** 0.56 4.60 0.00 Significant 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.761 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
affective loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
22.9%(R2=0.229) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,60) =17.891, p < .01, t=4.222 The regression model, 
Lgxaf= 2.385+0.555Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.555and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
40.9%(R2=0.409) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,60) =41.531, p < .01, t=6.444. The regression model, 
Lgxcn= 0.775+0.808Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.808 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
action loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
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26.0%(R2=0.260) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,60) =21.11, p < .01, t=4.595. The regression model, 
Lgxac= 2.535+0.557Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.557 and p value of 0).  
 
Table 26 Generation X guests to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 46.3%(R2=0.463) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,60) =51.631, p < .01, t=7.185. 
The regression model, 
Lgx= 1.935+0.671Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel guest to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.671 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
40.5%(R2=0.405) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,60) =540.863, p < .01, t=6.392. The regression model, 
Lgxcg= 2.229+0.624Camgg 
Generation X (1965-1981) Gcam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .637** 0.62 6.39 0.00 Significant 
Affective .535** 0.59 4.90 0.00 Significant 
Conative .714** 0.86 7.91 0.00 Significant 
Action .758** 0.61 5.62 0.00 Significant 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.624 and p value of 0). 
 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted affective 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
28.6%(R2=0.286) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,60) =224.003, p < .01, t=4.899. The regression model, 
Lgxaf= 2.361+0.590Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.590 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted conative 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
51.0%(R2=0.510) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,60) =65.524, p < .01, t=7.907. The regression model, 
Lgxcn= 0.741+0.859Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.859 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty(p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
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34.5%(R2=0.345) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,60) =31.556, p < .01, t=5.617. The regression model, 
Lgxac= 2.410+0.610Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.610 and p value of 0). 
 
8.6.3 Millennials (1982-2004) 
Millennials were majority of the sample (51.52%) and was representative. It was essential to 
rely on them for continuity and sustainability in business. 
 
For Millennials (1982-2004), the correlation between loyalty and camaraderie was 0.584, 
significant at p < .01.   
 
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 34.3%(R2=0.342) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,83) =43.408. The regression 
model,  
Lm= 2.403+0.569Cam 
was a good fit of the data to the model, (with coefficient of 0.569 and p value of 0). 
 
Table 27 Millennials breakdown analysis 
 
 
Table 28 Millennials employees to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
Millennials(1982-2004) Loyalty Beta coeff T value P-value Results
E cam .451** 0.421 4.60 0.00 Significant 
G cam .607** 0.514 7.01 0.00 Significant 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 20.3%(R2=0.203) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,83) =21.181, p < .01, t=4.602. 
The regression model, 
Lm=3.117+0.421Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.421 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
14.8%(R2=0.148) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,83) =14.373, p < .01, t=3.791. The regression model, 
Lmcg= 3.110+0.413Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.413 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
affective loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
Millennials(1982-2004) Ecam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .384** 0.41 3.79 0.00 Significant 
Affective .403** 0.42 4.01 0.00 Significant 
Conative .421** 0.43 4.11 0.00 Significant 
Action .398** 0.42 3.95 0.00 Significant 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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16.3%(R2=0.163) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,83) =16.105, p < .01, t=4.013. The regression model, 
Lmaf= 3.226+0.418Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.418 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
16.9%(R2=0.169) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,83) =16.923, p < .01, t=4.114. The regression model, 
Lmcn= 2.923+0.431Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.431and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
action loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
15.8%(R2=0.158) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,83) =15.578, p < .01, t=3.947. The regression model, 
Lmac= 3.210+0.421Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.421 and p value of 0). 
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Table 29 Generation X guests to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 37.2%(R2=0.372) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,83) =49.175, p < .01, t=7.013. 
The regression model, 
Lm= 2.830+0.514Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel guest to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.514 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
33.0%(R2=0.330) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,83) =40.836, p < .01, t=6.390. The regression model, 
Lmcg= 2.549+0.558Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.558 and p value of 0). 
 
 
Millennials(1982-2004) Gcam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .574** 0.56 6.39 0.00 Significant 
Affective .521** 0.49 5.57 0.00 Significant 
Conative .585** 0.55 6.57 0.00 Significant 
Action .478** 0.46 4.96 0.00 Significant 
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted affective 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
27.2%(R2=0.272) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,83) =30.992, p < .01, t=5.567. The regression model, 
Lmaf= 3.058+0.488Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.488 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guest to guest camaraderie significantly predicted conative 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
34.2%(R2=0.342) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,83=43.101, p < .01, t=6.565. The regression model, 
Lmcn= 2.489+0.554Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guest to guest camaraderie contributed significantly (p 
< .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.554 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
22.9%(R2=0.229) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,83) =24.601, p < .01, t=4.960. The regression model, 
Lmac= 3.221+0.458Camgg 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.458 and p value of 0). 
 
Both types of camaraderie predicted 4 phases of loyalty across baby boomers, Millennials and 
Generation X. Hence, the results were robust across all age groups. 
8.7 Frequency of stay  
 
A correlation analysis and regression analysis of frequency of stay were conducted to 
investigate the effect of the frequency of stay on camaraderie. 
 
Table 30 Frequency of stay analysis 
 
 
 
8.7.1 First time 
First time hotel guests to the hotel were the majority of the sample (65.45%) and was hence 
considered representative. For hotel guest staying at the hotel for the first time, the correlation 
between loyalty and camaraderie was 0.655, significant at p < .01.   
 
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 42.9%(R2=0.429) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,106) =79.789. The regression 
model,  
L1= 1.763+0.670Cam 
Frequency Beta coeff T value P-value Results
First time .655** 0.60 7.34 0.00 Significant 
2-5 times .639** 0.60 5.14 0.00 Significant 
6-10 times .779** 0.74 3.86 0.00 Significant 
More than 10 times 0.78 0.744 3.86 0.00 Not significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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was a good fit of the data to the model, (with coefficient of 0.670 and p value of 0). 
Table 31 First time breakdown analysis 
 
 
 
Table 32 First time employees to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 33.7%(R2=0.337) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,106) =53.814, p < .01, t=7.336. 
The regression model, 
L1=2.017+0.596Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.596 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
30.0%(R2=0.300) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,106) =45.521, p < .01, t=6.747. The regression model, 
First time Loyalty Beta coeff T value P-value Results
E cam .927** 0.60 7.34 0.00 Significant 
G cam .945** 0.577 8.65 0.00 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
First time Ecam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .548** 0.65 6.75 0.00 Significant 
Affective .507** 0.57 6.05 0.00 Significant 
Conative .545** 0.62 6.70 0.00 Significant 
Action .485** 0.54 5.72 0.00 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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L1cg=1.650+0.654Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.654 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
affective loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
25.7%(R2=0.257) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,106) =36.636, p < .01, t=6.053. The regression model, 
L1af= 2.237+0.568Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.568 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
29.7%(R2=0.297) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,106) =44.865, p < .01, t=6.698. The regression model, 
L1cn= 1.692+0.623Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.623and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
action loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
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23.6%(R2=0.236) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,106) =32.657, p < .01, t=5.715. The regression model, 
L1ac= 2.490+0.538Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.538 and p value of 0). 
Table 33 First time guests to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 41.4%(R2=0.414) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,106) =74.825, p < .01, t=8.650. 
The regression model, 
L1= 2.431+0.577Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel guest to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.577 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
36.0%(R2=0.360) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,106) =59.717, p < .01, t=7.728. The regression model, 
First time Gcam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .600** 0.63 7.73 0.00 Significant 
Affective .573** 0.56 7.20 0.00 Significant 
Conative .632** 0.63 8.39 0.00 Significant 
Action .507** 0.49 6.05 0.00 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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L1cg= 2.144+0.626Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.626 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted affective 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
32.8%(R2=0.328) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,106) =51.830, p < .01, t=7.199. The regression model, 
L1af= 2.573+0.561Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.561 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted conative 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
39.9%(R2=0.399) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,106) =70.383, p < .01, t=8.389. The regression model, 
L1cn= 1.981+0.630Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.630 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
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25.7%(R2=0.257) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,106) =36.584, p < .01, t=6.049. The regression model, 
L1ac= 3.025+0.491Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.491 and p value of 0) 
8.7.2 2-5 times 
For hotel guests staying at the hotel 2-5 times, the correlation between loyalty and camaraderie 
was 0.486, significant at p < .01.   
 
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 41.6%(R2=0.416) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,37) = 26.372. The regression 
model,  
L2-5= 2.282+0.603Cam 
was a good fit of the data to the model, (with coefficient of 0.603 and p value of 0). 
 
Table 34 2-5 times breakdown analysis 
 
 
Table 35 2-5 times employees to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
2-5 times Loyalty Beta coeff T value P-value Results
E cam .486** 0.40 3.44 0.00 Significant 
G cam .633** 0.52 5.02 0.00 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
2-5 times Ecam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .587** 0.48 4.41 0.00 Significant 
Affective .316** 0.29 2.03 0.05 Significant 
Conative .432** 0.43 2.92 0.01 Significant 
Action .452** 0.41 3.08 0.00 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 24.2%(R2=0.242) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,37) =11.839, p < .01.001, t=3.441. 
The regression model, 
L2-5=3.303+0.402Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.402 and p value of 0.001). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
34.5%(R2=0.345) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,37) =19.478, p < .01, t=4.413. The regression model, 
L2-5cg=2.931+0.479Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.479 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
affective loyalty (p <.05). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
10.0%(R2=0.100) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,37) =4.117, p <.05, t=6.053. The regression model, 
L2-5af= 4.006+0.288Cameg 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .05) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.288 and p value of 0.05). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
18.7%(R2=0.187) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,37) =8.498, p < .01, t=2.915. The regression model, 
L2-5cn= 2.989+0.432Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.432 and p value of 0.001). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
action loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
20.4%(R2=0.204) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,37) =9.482, p < .01, t=3.079. The regression model, 
L2-5ac= 3.286+0.409Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.409and p value of 0.004). 
Table 36 2-5 times guests to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
2-5 times Gcam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .682** 0.56 5.65 0.00 Significant 
Affective .436** 0.40 2.95 0.00 Significant 
Conative .603** 0.61 4.60 0.00 Significant 
Action .576** 0.52 4.28 0.00 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 40.5%(R2=0.405) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,37) =25.154, p < .01, t=5.015. 
The regression model, 
L2-5= 2.870+0.520Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel guest to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.520 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
46.5%(R2=0.465) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,37) =32.22, p < .01, t=5.676. The regression model, 
L2-5cg= 2.748+0.557Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.557 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted affective 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
19.0%(R2=0.190) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,37) =8.686, p < .01.006, t=2.947 The regression model, 
L2-5af= 3.564+0.397Camgg 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.397 and p value of 0.006). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted conative 
loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
36.4%(R2=0.364) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,37) =21.180, p < .01, t=4.602. The regression model, 
L2-5cn= 2.283+0.605Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.605 and p value of 0). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
33.1%(R2=0.331) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,37) =18.333, p < .01, t=4.282. The regression model, 
L2-5ac= 2.884+0.522Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.522and p value of 0). 
 
8.7.3 6-10 times  
For hotel guest staying at the hotel 6-10 times, the correlation between loyalty and camaraderie 
was 0.779, significant at p < .01.   
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Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 59.8%(R2=598) of the variance and 
that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,10) =14.870, t=3.856, p < .01. The 
regression model,  
L6-10= 1.548+0.744Cam 
was a good fit of the data to the model, (with coefficient of 0.744 and p value of 0.003). 
 
Table 37 6-10 times breakdown analysis 
 
 
Table 38 6-10 times employees to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .01). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 58.1%(R2=0.581) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,10) =13.863, p < .01, t=3.723. 
The regression model, 
L6-10=1.227+0.778Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.778 and p value of 0.004). 
6-10 times Loyalty Beta coeff T value P-value Results
E cam .838** 0.78 3.72 0.00 Significant 
G cam .706** 0.496 2.73 0.02 Significant 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
6-10 times Ecam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .758** 0.87 3.18 0.01 Significant 
Affective .692** 0.68 2.51 0.03 Significant 
Conative .777** 0.78 3.28 0.01 Significant 
Action .869** 0.79 4.08 0.00 Significant 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
cognitive loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
50.3%(R2=0.503) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,10) =10.105, p < .01.01, t=3.179. The regression model, 
L6-10cg=0.580+0.869Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.869 and p value of 0.01). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
affective loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
38.6%(R2=0.386) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,10) =6.289, p < .01.031, t=2.508. The regression model, 
L6-10af= 1.950+0.675Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.675 and p value of 0.0). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
51.9%(R2=0.519) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,10) =10.779, p < .01, t=3.283. The regression model, 
L6-10cn= 1.185+0.778Cameg 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.778 and p value of 0.008). 
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
action loyalty (p < .01). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
62.5%(R2=0.625) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,10) =16.648, p < .01, t=4.080. The regression model, 
L61-10ac= 1.194+0.790Cameg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .01) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.790 and p value of 0.002). 
Table 39 6-10 times guests to guest camaraderie loyalty breakdown analysis 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that camaraderie significantly predicted loyalty (p < .05). The 
results of the regression indicated that the model explained 42.7%(R2=0.427) of the variance 
and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F (1,10) =7.453, p < .01.02, t=2.73. 
The regression model, 
L6-10= 3.118+0.496Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Hotel guest to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .05) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.496 and p value of 0.02). 
 
6-10 times Gcam Beta coeff T value P-value Results
Cognitive .657* 0.55 2.36 0.04 Significant 
Affective 0.60 0.46 2.19 0.05 Significant 
Conative .667* 0.50 2.46 0.03 Significant 
Action .695* 0.49 2.73 0.02 Significant 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to cognitive loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted cognitive 
loyalty (p < .05). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
32.5%(R2=0.325) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,10) =4.811, p < .05, t=2.193. The regression model, 
L6-10cg= 3.413+0.46Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .05) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.46 and p value of 0.05). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to affective loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted affective 
loyalty (p < .05). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
32.5%(R2=0.325) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,10) =4.811, p < .05, t=2.193. The regression model, 
L6-10af= 3.413+0.46Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .05) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.46 and p value of 0.05). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to conative loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that guests to guest camaraderie significantly predicted conative 
loyalty (p < .05). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
37.6%(R2=0.376) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,10) =6.030, p < .05, t=2.456. The regression model, 
L6-10cn= 3.097+0.492Camgg 
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was a good fit of the data to the model. Guests to guest camaraderie contributed significantly 
(p < .05) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.492 and p value of 0.03). 
 
Hotel guests to guest camaraderie to action loyalty  
Regression analysis revealed that employees to guest camaraderie significantly predicted 
conative loyalty (p < .05). The results of the regression indicated that the model explained 
42.7%(R2=0.427) of the variance and that the model was a significant predictor of loyalty, F 
(1,10) =7.461, p < .05, t=2.732. The regression model, 
L6-10ac= 3.220+0.486Camgg 
was a good fit of the data to the model. employees to guest camaraderie contributed 
significantly (p < .05) to the model, (with coefficient of 0.486 and p value of 0.02). 
 
Both types of camaraderie predicted 4 phases of loyalty for hotel guests who stayed for the first 
time, hotel guests who stayed 2-5 times and hotel guests who stayed 6-10 times. Hence, the 
results were robust across all frequency of stay. 
  
Hence, results suggested that camaraderie was a direct predictor of loyalty across different 
purpose travellers, different ages and different frequency of stay in the hotel industry.  
Chapter 9: Findings 
The main objective of this research was to propose and test a conceptual model of the 
relationships among camaraderie, emotional satisfaction and satisfaction. It was proposed that 
camaraderie predicted loyalty via emotional satisfaction.  Emotional satisfaction was the 
moderator. It was postulated that camaraderie was more likely to have a positive effect on 
emotional satisfaction and more likely to be a predictor of loyalty.  
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The results show no correlation between camaraderie and either emotional satisfaction or 
loyalty. Thus, camaraderie was not a predictor of emotional satisfaction. On the other hand, the 
results reveal that camaraderie was a direct predictor of loyalty.  
 
The role of emotional satisfaction had always been hypothesized to be the ultimate in 
satisfaction and loyalty studies particularly among popular press commentators. However, 
results revealed that this might not be the case as emotional satisfaction did not lead to or 
predict loyalty. Low emotional satisfaction could also lead to high loyalty as shown by results.  
 
Firstly, this could be because the measure for emotional customer satisfaction was created for 
measuring emotions from the operations aspect and not the experiential aspect.  It could be the 
case wherein the consumer was drawn to the consumable environment, not the environment 
defining consumption for the consumer (Oliver 1999).  
  
Secondly, the findings implied that an unsatisfied customer could also be loyal. According to 
the interview with Hotelier F, this was referred to as the ‘dark side of loyalty”, where a 
customer might not necessarily be satisfied with the hotel but continued being loyal. Hotelier 
F mentioned that a hotel in particular has done this research, that even guest who complained 
come back more often, based on how complaint was handled. It was beyond service recovery. 
You know the hotel is not perfect, but you still keep coming back because it’s this hotel that 
gives u the biggest recognition. An anecdote was shared, of a guest who had a lot of unique 
special requests that the hotel always acceded. Although the guest was always unsatisfied with 
the other aspects of the hotel, he was still loyal. As you have such high level of recognition, 
you are much more able to absorb the little inefficiency and rake outs. Sometimes, highly 
recognised repeat guest may not be highly satisfied. But they can’t risk losing that recognition 
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by going somewhere. Hotelier A1 also shared that an unsatisfied customer could be loyal, if 
the dissatisfaction was well handled with prompt service recovery. 
 
Third, a different reference point could be used. Emotional satisfaction could be the wrong 
reference point. For instance, one could be close to one another as colleagues and loyal to one’s 
direct superior, but not necessarily satisfied with the company. Along the same vein, the 
emotional satisfaction measured here could be towards the hotel or establishment. If emotional 
satisfaction were towards people and not towards organisations and institutions, perhaps a 
different reference point should be used. Emotional satisfaction should not be used as a 
measure.  
 
Both types of camaraderie were more likely to lead to cognitive loyalty. According to hotelier 
A1, hotel guests would expect basic needs to be met. In this case, to ensure cognitive loyalty, 
hotels had to ensure all factors within control, adhering to the physical needs were sufficiently 
met. Any lapse would result in the loss of customer’s loyalty.  With camaraderie, hotel guests 
might be more willing to overlook lack of some offerings. According to structured interviews 
“They will overlook it for now but, hotels were to deliver what was promised.” According to 
hotelier C, to create camaraderie, it was important to read guest body language and to only 
approach if the body language was positive. For instance, if a guest was reading a book in a 
corner and enjoying his/her coffee, hotel employees should take the cue and leave the guest 
alone, unless being called upon. On the other hand, a hotel guest having drinks at a bar alone 
could be more inclined to being introduced to company. Hotels could concentrate and invest 
more in training their employees to learn to read guests, to identify guest to build camaraderie 
with.  
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Both types of camaraderie were found to lead to affective loyalty. According to hotelier G, “the 
emotional aspect is essential.  It is very important to get customers to be emotionally bonded 
to your hotel or you could be any other hotel.” 
 
This research found that both types of camaraderie would lead to conative loyalty. Due to 
camaraderie, hotel guests would more likely be committed to hotel and would be more likely 
to keep returning to hotel. 
 
Both types of camaraderie would lead to action loyalty. According to hotelier F “People look 
much further beyond facilities. Peer review is very important. My friend tells me this is a great 
hotel. I’m much more likely to stay there then to go online to read reviews.  If I don’t have peer 
review I also have social media. I will go online to see the top ten hotels, top ten bars.  Ever 
since we won an award for our restaurant, the restaurant’s business has increased by 20-25%. 
This shows that peer review really pushes traffic to your restaurants and bars. people really 
care about star ratings and how the business is rated.” 
 
As loyalty was a progressive path, both types of camaraderie had touched on all four aspects 
of loyalty.  
 
According to Hotelier G, “for employees, we teach and train them that when there is a customer 
within their space, you must engage them positively. They must ask about their day. So, the 
employee engagement or interaction with customer is far more important in creating the 
atmosphere.” 
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Customer to customer relationships in service environments can potentially shape customer 
experiences in terms of customer satisfaction, perceptions of service quality, customer retention 
and the roles existing customers play in recruiting new customers and orienting or assimilating 
them in service environments (Martin and Pranter,1989).  
 
Hotel employees to guest camaraderie would be the low hanging fruit for hotels as it is within 
the control of hotel, whereby, they would be able to train employees to and create an engaging 
environment. With this attained, guest to guest camaraderie could be instilled by introducing 
guest to other guests via hotel employees. 
 
Chapter 10: Managerial Implications 
One of the practical implications for hoteliers was to understand the importance of camaraderie 
in directly driving customer loyalty. As concurred by all hoteliers interviewed that customer 
satisfaction might not necessarily lead to loyalty, hoteliers needed to ensure the creation of 
camaraderie, in ensuring customer stickiness to stronger influences in the creation of customer 
loyalty.  
 
A lot of previous work, on emotional satisfaction, had been focused towards delighting 
customers. This resonated with the spirit of camaraderie as both were centred around emotional 
satisfaction derived from an experiential aspect and not the operations aspect. 
 
The time, effort and investment spent on trying to delight customers had been tremendous. 
Creating and delighting customers was an expensive and nerve wracking proposition for staff 
to deliver each and every day. Moreover, delight would be hard to sustain, and it might dwindle 
for repeat customers. Because delight had an element of surprise, it would be more difficult for 
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repeat purchasers to be delighted because they have already had the experience and/or because 
they developed higher expectations due to their initial experience with the product/service 
provider (Rust & Oliver, 2000) 
 
On the other hand, in this research, we found that emotional satisfaction did not lead to loyalty. 
this had been replicated in other studies outside of the hotel industry, so firms might be able to 
reduce the amount of time and effort they spent on trying to delight the customers.  
 
Instead, hotels ought to focus on the strong link between camaraderie and loyalty and they 
might be better served to invest in building camaraderie between their own employees and 
hotel guest and between guests to guest.  Future research can look at drivers of camaraderie for 
hotel guests with different purpose of stay, different age groups and different frequencies of 
stay. 
 
What hotels want to create would be similar to how Apple and Starbucks created their presence 
as an enabler to connect their customers in the retail and coffee space respectively.  According 
to Angela Ahrendts in an interview with Forbes(Danziger, P. N., 2017), Apple's senior Vice 
President of Retail and former CEO of Burberry, “each Apple Store acts as a community hub 
bound by shared technology that lubricates personal connections as all these virtual social 
connections that Apple technology enables now become real, meaningful and personal at each 
Apple Store, with employees as enablers, encouraging the connections. Starbucks is not just a 
place to sell things, but where it connects people in a meaningful, personal way.”   
Chapter 11: Practical Implications  
Hotels could create an atmospheric service setting to encourage open communication lines. 
Based on my personal experience with Ace Hotel in New York, it was successful in creating 
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guest to guest camaraderie. Ace Hotel adorned its’ lobby with sectional sofas, placed adjacent 
to one another to encourage customers to sit close or face one another to interact. The 
restaurants in the hotel also had communal tables to encourage customers travelling in separate 
groups to sit together at a shared table to interact. Hoteliers could attempt to create more events 
in common areas of the hotel, such as lobby lounge or the poolside, focused on leisure 
travellers, to ensure higher turnout.  Hotelier A’s interview suggested that having an interaction 
place for hotel guest to network and communicate and for hotel employees to build camaraderie 
with will be good as it also helps with employees-guest interaction too and will help increase 
customer satisfaction. Hotelier G suggested that a social space to aid engaging guests, could be 
the direction a firm should take. 
 
However, according to Hotelier F, this had been tried and tested and had no results. Based on 
Hotelier F’s comments, Millennials and Gen X were always on their mobile devices and it was 
hard to connect with them. According to hotelier F, “guest to guest camaraderie was tried and 
tested and was difficult to create. And,  it would be more difficult now, with Millennials so 
attached to their mobile devices, that they would not talk to anyone at all.” However, according 
to Hotelier C, although the Millennial code was hard to crack, it was discovered that Millennials 
still like recognition and personalised services. This could be verified from the increasing trend 
of bespoke bars and tailors that Millennials liked to patronize. This indicated that Millennials 
were inclined towards bespoke products, customised for them. Hence, hotel employees could 
increase their camaraderie with Millennials by providing a more personalised touch to the 
service, that could appeal and cater to Millennials. 
 
According to Hotelier A, Millennials were constantly on different “apps” such as WeChat, 
WhatsApp or snapchat, hence, it was easy for them to connect virtually with anyone they meet 
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wherever they travel to.  Hotelier F commented that Millennials were constantly on their phone 
and it had always been hard to get their attention.  
 
It was possible that Millennials might prefer to connect via apps on their mobile devices. Hotels 
could try to encourage more interaction between guest by creating apps to aid in doing so.  
 
According to hotelier A1, guest to guest camaraderie was built and encouraged through a 
member’s program in a hotel in Country X. Events were organised based on guests’ interest. 
Guests usually would go as couples and interact with other guests and hotel employees. these 
guests would always attend hotel events together and even travel together. This indicated that 
members program with special events invitation, could work well in creating camaraderie.  
 
Based on general sentiments of hoteliers interviewed, it was observed that leisure guests were 
usually in less hurry as they are on holiday. Hence, they would be more receptive to small talks 
and interaction with hotel employees. Hence, it would also be easier for hotels to attempt to 
start building guests to guest camaraderie from employees to guest camaraderie. Leisure guests 
would be ideal to approach for membership programs, as they would be more likely to attend 
the events. For business travellers, as they were on business, they might spend minimal time in 
the hotel and hence, less interaction. According to hotelier F, the more places (e.g., restaurants, 
bars) a guest frequented in the hotel, the more chances for interaction. According to hotelier 
A1, it was difficult to create camaraderie among business travellers as it could be due to choice. 
Business travellers might not have control over where they stay as it might be decided by the 
company. On the other hand, leisure travellers had more freedom to choose where they want 
to stay. They might choose a hotel they feel more comfortable and at ease with (in terms of 
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environment or employees from previous stays) and might more receptive to building 
camaraderie as they know they would return again in future. 
 
Hotelier A1 also shared that a tiered membership program helped in bringing hotel guests 
together and building camaraderie. It was suggested that the membership program include 
exclusive events with passes that could not be bought. This would encourage members to 
participate. Hotels could mark all the hotel guests in the high tier membership program and to 
pay more attention to them. 
 
According to Hotelier A, front office associates usually would not make enough eye contact as 
they were always looking down on their screen, checking customers in and out or checking 
information.  In the recent years, hotels were trying to increase productivity by automating all 
services, minimising human interaction. This might lose the employee to guest interaction 
opportunity. Hotels had to ensure that there were still some interactions to continue to create 
opportunities to build hotel employee and guest camaraderie. The same number of frontline 
hotel employees had to be maintained but with different functions, more catered to enhance 
interactions. 
 
In order to create camaraderie between hotel employees and hotel guest and hotel guest to 
guest, a community could be created first.  
 
Hotel employees’ participation could aid in facilitating interaction between hotel guests. The 
combined interaction between customer to customer interaction and employee and customer 
interaction can develop a community. Martin and Pranter (1991), suggested that service 
providers can be “cheerleaders” and introduce customers to each other, in the hopes of 
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achieving a sense of belonging and togetherness among consumers as satisfying customer-to-
customer encounters enhance perceptions of service quality and the hotel as it induced 
emotional satisfaction, therefore positively influencing the likelihood of repeat patronage. This 
facilitation would help to integrate customers, who might be too shy to interact on their own.  
 
A community could be created as depicted in Figure 6, for instance, the hotel manager, during 
an event, could introduce one couple (Couple A) to another (Couple B). The community would 
expand when the two couples get to know each other better and form a larger group of their 
own (Group AB) and they bring in more of their friends (Friend A1, Friend B1) into the group 
(Group AB1). The hotel manager would in turn be introduced to the friends of the couples 
(Friend A1, Friend B1) in the group, who will in turn introduce the new members to other 
couples or people in the group (Customer C). The community would keep growing, with inter-
linked relationships formed, with the hotel (represented by the hotel manager or hotel 
employee) at the core of the network. There would be several of such network of relationships 
formed within a hotel, but it will all be interconnected by the respective hotel employee or 
manager. Even if the hotel manager were to leave the hotel, it would be impossible to poach 
away any customers as it was a large complex web.  
 
Compatible customer to customer encounters could be facilitated and managed by hotel 
management (represented by hotel employees). The hotel (represented by hotel employees) and 
the community are anchors to draw customers back. Both are interdependent as the community 
would cease to exist without the hotel. This network would act as the anchor and commonality, 
so the hotel would always be kept within the loop and hotel employees would be part of the 
community formed. The loyalty formed would not be towards the friendship formed with other 
customers but also towards the hotel. 
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Most hoteliers interviewed concurred a hybrid of guests to guest interaction combined with 
hotel employees to guest as most desirable, as the hotel (represented by hotel employees) and 
the community were anchors to draw customers back. Both were interdependent as the 
community would cease to exist without the hotel. It was also suggested in interviews that 
customers might like to go back to the same hotel as they were familiar with hotel employees, 
and they felt at home.  
 
Figure 6  Network of inter-connected relationships 
 
 
 
The creation of events would encourage hotel guest to bring their partners or friends to attend. 
With hotel employees to facilitate the event, it would help break the ice, to bridge customer to 
customer interaction and customers to employee communication.  As this was done on a larger 
scale, it was more likely to create access to mass, build a community, instead of individual 
relationships.  
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This sense of community created, would be the precursor to develop the spirit of camaraderie, 
the basic construct required to create camaraderie. A sense of community, which was part of a 
bigger picture and consisted of a larger network, must be experienced, for camaraderie to set 
in. Camaraderie was a subset of a sense of community (Figure 7) with shared emotional 
connection overlapping.  It would be the highest emotion one could experience when he/she 
was part of a community. The military was a good example to distinguish between sense of 
community and camaraderie. Being part of the military, would give one a sense of community. 
However, camaraderie would only be experienced within one’s unit or platoon when closer 
bonds were forged.  
 
Figure 7 Camaraderie as a subset of a sense of community 
 
 
 
 
Based on the 4 dimensions of sense of community by McMillan & Chavis (1986), and the 
definition of camaraderie by Rego et al. (2009), the transition from sense of community to 
camaraderie, held together by common denominator, emotional connection, could be observed 
 
Figure 8 The transition from sense of community to camaraderie 
 
 
 
 
 
122 
 
 
 
However, the hotel’s ability and willingness to create an environment to create camaraderie 
and the extent to which the customer database were devoted to camaraderie were factors to 
consider. The cost of monitoring might be high. Hotels needed to ensure that the environment 
created was consistently maintained, so camaraderie never dwindled.  
 
This research would act as a starting point for future studies to look into creating camaraderie 
from a sense of community.  
Chapter 12: Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research  
The results of this research have identified several limitations and questions to be pursued in 
further research.  
 
 First, the results might not be applicable to other categories (1-3star hotels) of the hotel 
industry. Data for research were only collected from 4-5star hotels. Hotels with other star 
ratings might experience different effects from camaraderie on emotional satisfaction and 
loyalty. Though we have no prior reason to believe this is true. 
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Secondly, data was only collected from 3 Singaporean hotels. Future studies could include 
more hotels for a larger and diversified sample size. More non-Asia based hotels could also be 
included as the focus of this research was on Asia based hotels. 
 
Third, the data was collected over a single period of 5 weeks. Future studies could consider a 
longer period of data collection, preferably over a period of a year, whereby all festive seasons 
and holidays were covered. One’s disposition towards camaraderie may differ over different 
periods. For instance, during festive seasons, most people might be more relaxed and open and 
more likely to be friendly, hence, more camaraderie might be observed.   
 
Fourth, while the items used to measure emotional satisfaction in this study were based on 
items used and validated in previous empirical research, in this study the emotional satisfaction 
was not found to have a significant relationship with loyalty as predicted. This indicated the 
possibility that the items used to measure emotional satisfaction, happiness, joy, pleasure and 
content might not reflect what hotel guests feel about camaraderie. Further research to refine a 
measure of emotional satisfaction with a new palette of emotions in hotels was warranted.  
 
Fifth, other outcomes from action loyalty could be examined. Other outcomes such as reviews 
on social media and complaining behaviour could be examined for future studies. 
 
Sixth, future studies could include other nominal variables in the model such as gender, 
nationality, religion, career, family status, education, etc. 
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An interview or questionnaire to understand hotel frontline employees’ perspective on 
camaraderie could also be included, so a more holistic understanding of camaraderie could be 
examined.  
 
Finally, as a non-experimental design was conducted in this research, future studies could test 
this model with an experimental design. This would help strengthen the inferences about the 
causality of the relationships. 
Chapter 13: Conclusion 
As customer satisfaction would not necessarily lead to loyalty, camaraderie would be a better 
predictor of potential loyalty. Emotional satisfaction was not correlated to camaraderie and 
would not likely lead to loyalty. As postulated by Oliver, 1999, this was because, with 
camaraderie introduced as a mechanism to create loyalty, satisfaction became less significant. 
Loyalty and satisfaction were different goals to strive for.  Hotels must identify truly loyal 
guests and find a mechanism to bring them together, so camaraderie would be created and 
maintained. Since hotels were keener to pursue the goal of loyalty as according to hotelier A1, 
camaraderie leads to advocacy which would attract more guests, directly impacting revenue. 
Hotels must identify truly loyal guests and use camaraderie as a mechanism to bring them 
together. Camaraderie had to be maintained, so it would not dwindle. 
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Invitation to hotel guest  
Dear Hotel guest,  
I am a Doctor of Business Administration (DBA) student from Singapore Management 
University. I am conducting an anonymous questionnaire about the effect of camaraderie on 
customer satisfaction and loyalty in the hotel industry.  
Participation in this questionnaire is entirely voluntary. You can withdraw from the 
questionnaire at any time during the duration of the questionnaire without penalty, by closing 
the browser. It is to be noted that you are unable to withdraw this once it is submitted. 
The information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. Only the Principal Investigator 
and his/her co-investigators will have access to the raw data. Anonymized data from this study 
may be shared with the respective hotels, qualified researchers or research institutions, where 
deemed appropriate, consistent with academic association, journal, or university policies. 
This survey will take approximately 10 minutes.  Please complete the questionnaire by 14th 
October 2018. Any reports from this study will be done at the aggregate level, and/or with 
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individual information anonymized or disguised. Please click on to this link to start the 
questionnaire. https://smusg.asia.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b7UyT0l46ichXKJ 
If have any questions or clarifications about the study, please email me at 
josephine.tan.2015@dba.smu.edu.sg.  Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Josephine Tan (Principal Investigator) 
josephine.tan.2015@dba.smu.edu.sg 
Dr Philip Charles Zerrillo (Supervisor) 
pzerrillo@smu.edu.sg 
Invitation letter to hotelier 
Dear Hotelier,  
My name is Josephine and I am a Doctor of Business Administration (DBA) student from 
Singapore Management University. I am writing to invite you to participate in my research 
study about the effect of camaraderie on customer satisfaction and loyalty in the hotel industry.  
I would like to audio record your interview, which will be transcribed. Participation in this 
questionnaire is entirely voluntary. You can withdraw from the interview, or choose not to 
answer any specific questions, without penalty. Should you change your mind about 
participating in this interview, they can do so within a week, by contacting me either via email 
or mobile. 
The information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. Only the Principal Investigator 
and his/her co-investigators will have access to the raw data. Anonymized data from this study 
may be shared with qualified researchers or research institutions, where deemed appropriate, 
consistent with academic association, journal, or university policies. 
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This interview will take approximately 30 minutes.  Any reports from this study will be done 
at the aggregate level, and/or with individual and company information anonymized or 
disguised. 
If have any questions or clarifications about the study, please email me at 
josephine.tan.2015@dba.smu.edu.sg.  Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Josephine Tan (Principal investigator) 
josephine.tan.2015@dba.smu.edu.sg 
Dr Philip Charles Zerrillo (Supervisor) 
pzerrillo@smu.edu.sg 
 
Interview questions for hoteliers 
Thank you very much for agreeing to this interview. I am a Doctorate student with Singapore 
Management University. I am doing a study on customer satisfaction and loyalty.  I assure you 
that you will not be identified in any way in this interview. All information will only be used 
for the purpose of this study and will be kept strictly confidential. 
1. What is your current position? 
2. How long have you been in the industry? 
3. Please share some insights of the industry, such as common pain points? 
4. What do you think are the determinants of customer satisfaction? 
5. Are physical attributes sufficient? (E.g.: Tangibles such as facilities) 
6. Do you think camaraderie will improve perception of corporate social responsibility (CSR) 
and will lead to an increase customer satisfaction and loyalty? 
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7. Do you think camaraderie will increase positive emotions and will lead to an increase 
customer satisfaction and loyalty? 
8. Do you think camaraderie will increase positive attitudes and will increase customer 
satisfaction and loyalty? 
9. Do you think customer loyalty helps drive employee loyalty? Or does employee loyalty drive 
customer loyalty? 
10. Why do you think a satisfied customer might not be loyal? 
11. What are the different types of hotel guests? 
12. Rate the type of camaraderie which you think is most effective. a.  Peer to peer b. Network 
based (E.g.: Themed hotels, Disney- Star Wars themed hotel) c. Customer and Employees 
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SMU Classification: Restricted  
  
SMU-IRB: Participant Information Sheet and Informed Consent Form (Hardcopy)    
Title of Research Study as it will be stated on the Informed Consent Form provided to 
participants: The Impact of Camaraderie on Customer Satisfaction and Loyalty in The 
Hotel Industry  
 
Principal Investigator, Title, and Affiliation: Josephine Tan, DBA, SMU 
________________________________________________________________________ 
1. Purpose of Research Study:  
This study aims to understand if camaraderie, an emotional construct, is a better predictor 
of customer satisfaction and loyalty.  
 
2. Study Procedures and Duration:  
 Participation by hoteliers involve a one to one in depth interview. This interview will be 
recorded and transcribed. However, all identifiers will be removed. The interviewer will 
ask a series of questions, where hoteliers will be asked about their work experiences, the 
industry and their perception of customer satisfaction and loyalty for the hotel industry as 
well as the perception of the effect of camaraderie on customer satisfaction and loyalty. It 
is expected that the interview will take about 1/2 hour to complete.  Participation in this 
study is entirely voluntary. You can withdraw from the study, or choose not to answer any 
specific questions, without penalty. Should you change your mind about participating in 
this interview, they can do so within a week, by contacting me either via email or mobile.  
 
3. Benefits of Study:  
Benefits the hotel industry in terms of policy prescription in operations and scientific 
knowledge.  
 
4. Possible Risks of Study:  
 There are no anticipated risks in this study beyond what one would typically experience in 
everyday life.   
 
5. Confidentiality and Privacy of Research Data:  
 The information you provide will be kept strictly confidential. Only the Principal 
Investigator and his/her co-investigators will have access to the raw data. The interview 
will be audio-recorded and transcribed. Audio recordings will be kept for a year, after 
which it will be deleted, with all identifiers removed. Anonymized data from this study 
may be shared with the respective hotels, qualified researchers or research institutions, 
where deemed appropriate, consistent with academic association, journal, or university 
policies. Any reports from this study will be done at the aggregate level, and/or with 
individual and company information anonymized or disguised, so that it would not be 
possible to identify participants or their companies  
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6. Contact Details:  
• For questions/clarifications on this study, please contact the Principal 
Investigator, Josephine Tan, at email address josephine.tan.2015@dba.smu.edu.sg 
and/or office/mobile number: +659xxxxxxx or the supervisor, Dr Philip Charles 
Zerrillo at pzerrillo@smu.edu.sg.  
• If you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights as a participant in 
this research study and wish to contact someone unaffiliated with the research team, 
please contact the SMU Institutional Review Board Secretariat at irb@smu.edu.sg or 
+ 65 68281925. When contacting SMU IRB, please provide the title of the Research 
Study and the name of the Principal Investigator or quote the IRB approval number 
(IRB-18-101A084(198)).   
• You will receive a copy of this participant information sheet and informed 
consent form for your records.   
  
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
141 
 
Interview transcript for hotel A1 
22nd September 2018 
1300-1345 
We are relatively young in our loyalty journey. We implemented loyalty program end of 200x 
and beginning of 200X. Most of our international competitors had loyalty programs for 20-30 
years. In APAC, we had a loyalty subscription program. It was not just loyalty. It was a 
subscription. You pay for membership every year and you get a lot of benefits and discounts. 
It was kind of transactional. It wasn’t a loyalty program the way loyalty programs are today.  
Putting aside loyalty programs, which are quite transactional and not necessarily emotionally 
driven, except for the very high tiers.  
Couple of examples we have used in our group, particularly in APAC with one started in 
country X is a program called one Program X. They branded it Program X and it was to create 
emotional connection to the customer. I can send you some information on Program X. I am 
not the expert on it. I can put you in touch with the team that created it. I think that would be a 
great benefit to you.  
What we are doing now throughout the rest of Asia is rolling out programs of emotional 
connection. Program X in Country X is built on several principles, the customer is always right, 
the customer wants what they want, so don’t try to change their mind on what they want or tell 
them something is better or tell them their idea is not good as they want what they want.  They 
want human connection.  
So, there are a number of principles that underlie. First of all, the psychology of a customer or 
rather a psychology of human beings who are our customer. Secondly, how do we interact with 
them to ensure we are delivering those principles and giving them not only expressly but 
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indirectly what they are looking for. Program X was implemented a couple of years ago and 
just done an upgrade. We are at version 2.0 now. It’s the next generation of that. 
What we have done for the rest of Asia is to look at what emotional connection look like within 
each culture. Culture is different across different regions. Australians connect in a slightly 
different way than some of our Chinese customers versus Thais versus Indians. The cultures 
are very different. People lump Asia together. It is like lumping Europe together. It is not.  
We are now developing the training around principles of human connection across Asia.  
To answer your over arching question, can we replicate a Manchester united type of fervour 
through a customer in hotel through human behaviour or human connection. The answer is yes 
but not to that extent. To a smaller extent but very mild. If you look at our customers and split 
into categories that they transact with us in, we have business customers, conference customers, 
leisure customers,  a huge segment of airline crew, contract crew. They stay not because they 
want to but because their company has a contract with us. You look at why our customers end 
up in our hotel. Some choose some don’t choose as they are told where they stay, so they stay 
in the hotel by default. Unlike Man United fan, they choose regardless of a win lose or draw, 
it’s a choice by a fan and it’s around a sporting and leisure interaction. In a hotel it is sometimes 
driven by business interaction and a business interaction that person has no control in where 
they stay.  
The way we see loyalty generated is not forced through a loyalty program but its when people 
become advocates. Emotional loyalty is one thing as it means that person will come back 
whereas an advocate means they will tell other people. This is how you generate even greater 
business opportunities. This is the difference between loyalty and advocacy. So you are talking 
about if they will tell their friends about where they stay or the experience they have, that to 
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me, is advocacy and this almost single handedly comes through an emotional interaction they 
had with our staff. When people come and have a service experience in a hotel, bad experience 
usually comes from when expectations are not met so that usually occurs due to price. The 
expectations are so much higher in a luxury brand than in an economic scale brand. However, 
reputational performance scores are as high in economy brand as they are in a luxury brand. 
This is because people do not expect this much and so there are a lot more opportunities for 
surprise and delight, which is always generated by human connection or by human interaction 
or something we have done for them. There is somewhat paradoxically less opportunity for 
that sometimes in a luxury or upscale hotel because the expectations are much higher. People 
expect surprises and delight in luxury and upscale hotels. You can still do it. People that tend 
towards in luxury resort or leisure want space and time and seclusion. They don’t actually want 
to be bothered unnecessarily. Whereas the economy to the mid-scale and what we call upscale 
(not luxury but at the lower end), you have people who are aspirational. They aspire to be able 
to experience luxury experience. They tend to be will be more wowed by some interaction. The 
customer expectation or desire around the luxury end are quite different from the economy 
hotel.  When we get feedback from the hotels, negative feedback, it is something that is more 
or less expected, the room was not so clean, or the iron didn’t work, or room service took 40 
mins, something like that, or food wasn’t good. If someone was rude, that of course, dropped 
everything, you just take that out of the equation as it is going to be a bad experience. But when 
you get feedback of great experiences, like, they knew it’s my birthday and they put a cake in 
my room, something like that, so it’s always not actually the actual cake but the 
acknowledgement of something special. So that it may not be a face to face human interaction, 
it may just be the sense of I am special. It doesn’t have to be direct interaction, but it can be an 
enhanced experience because you feel special, you feel noticed and you feel like you are being 
recognised.    
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The outcome is not so much of emotional loyalty but more of advocacy? 
We want both. Advocacy is a much stronger sense for us and is a greater financial outcome 
because the word is spreading. Advocacy somewhat ironically also can be similar to 
Manchester U fan, even when the club loses, they still remain a fan. When we have advocacy 
in our business, even if they have bad experience, they will quickly turn/change if you explain 
to them and respond to them. The worst thing you can possibly do is to leave a complain 
unresponded. When you have advocates and they make a complain, they want to point out to 
you that something has gone wrong. Because they have such a strong connection to you, they 
want to point out what has gone wrong, so you can fix it, so others don’t experience that as 
well. They feel like they are the check and balance, and they want to be able to help, like an 
auditor in a good way. They will be like “Oh gosh! Normally this is really good but that wasn’t 
so good”, and if you actually respond to them and say “Thanks so much first of all, for taking 
the time to get back to us.  We have got on to it immediately and have done this this and this. 
“And they will come back and say “I knew you could undo it. I knew you would respond to it. 
I knew that you would do something about it. This is great, and this is why I always come to 
this hotel.” This sort of emotional veil that nothing can be compared to.  You can’t possibly do 
something so bad that you lose a customer.  
1.. You have been in the industry for a long time. Please share some insights of the 
industry, such as common pain points?  
I don’t know how much you know about the structure of the hotel industry. In the US for 
example, most of the international brands, that are predominant in the US, such as H, M and I. 
They franchise their brands. They don’t have a full management agreement. They franchise 
their brand to the owner, and the owner could be any sovereign funds or pension funds. 
Somebody else operates the hotel, so there is a massive layer of hotel operators in US. But the 
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brand is franchised. What we do in APAC is we franchise the brand and we manage the hotel, 
so it is full service.  
On what we could do better, hoteliers like to focus on the in hotel experience. We have given 
away to some of our competitors that pre stay interaction. Hotel OTI s have taken over the 
distribution opportunities and we didn’t see it coming like that.  We are not necessarily 
technology developed. Many of the hotel players have fairly old legacy, platforms and systems. 
If you look across industry, some are better equipped than others. It would be a technology 
deficit I guess to some extent.  
There are a couple of things. A lot of people in hotel come up through the ranks, so they don’t 
have a lot of experience in other businesses, so they may be abit blunt sometimes and they just 
do it the way of the industry. we are quite innovative when we do service within a hotel. so I 
think the biggest challenge is really technology.  
Do you think the use of technology could take away the personal touch that could 
differentiate you from other hotels? 
Technology used the right way enhances the experience. The experience when you travel is not 
just at the destination. The experience is the whole journey, from, the planning stage. Some 
people say the planning is actually better than the journey. For the planning stage, if you look 
at how you go about planning a leisure trip (I’ll separate leisure and corporate as they are 
different), the time a leisure customer spends online looking at where we going to go, what to 
do , where we are going to eat, what type of hotel to stay, which room do we want, where it is 
located that is we call that the dreaming. The dreaming is such a big part of shaping your 
expectations for the trip and also shaping what your purchase decision is. Technology in that 
part is super important. Because that supports the ability for people to move from property to 
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property further and further, experience. That is a very deep layer around that whole dreaming 
and planning stage.  
Then we come to transactional element.  What you want there is the transaction to be really 
seamless. We call that frictionless. So, what is a frictionless journey, is whether there are pain 
points. What causes pain points is usually on the technology side, when something is not 
working, when photos don’t load, or it is really hard to make a booking, or it is hard to make a 
payment. These sort of elements, this is when technology plays an important part.  
Once you get to the hotel, it is a lot about the human interaction and also room service. I had 
an experience where I had to download a different app to even order room service. I won’t do 
it. I rather go without dinner than to do that. So, in hotel, technology experience is very 
important. And I think what we recognise is the need to change our learning and development 
capabilities to bring people back, whether people are working for us back to be on track to be 
with the customers. Rather than you going up to the front desk and saying I am checking in and 
to have hotel employees looking down at the screen, give you back your credit card bill to sign, 
etc, doing all the transactional stuff. Technology can help us overcome that. So, when the 
customer walks into our hotel, he is greeted in the lobby, they might already have a picture of 
you or you say I’m XYZ and I’m checking in. "Welcome Mr XYZ, let me help you with your 
bags, let me check you in, scan your credit card, here is your room key. Would you like me to 
making a booking in the restaurant for you for dinner?”  What we are trying to do with people 
now is to give them the skill so they can have that for human interaction. The advance in 
technology allows that whole check in process or welcome process to not be in the background.  
A business traveller would not want any interaction. If I travel out of Singapore or into 
Singapore, I mean I live here, a lot of factors, its fast, I won’t need any interaction when I’m 
coming in and out of airport, but for leisure travellers, Changi airport is their first impression 
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of Singapore. So, what is my first impression of Singapore? Will somebody help me find my 
conveyor belt or find the taxi or something like that. That’s when the human interaction 
becomes much more important. You need to separate out which sort of customer. 
2. What do you think are the determinants of customer satisfaction? 
If it is simple customer expectations, first of all, what are the expectations and have you 
satisfied it. When you get bad customer satisfaction, it is when you haven’t met the 
expectations. We find that when we get customer dissatisfaction, it is on the very basic things 
we didn’t deliver. Again, I go back to the room not so clean, if the room service is not delivered 
within the time frame it was asked for, if the iron and the ironing board is old, and it doesn’t 
work. These are really simple things that go to the very heart of customer satisfaction. It is 
wonderful to surprise and delight and exceed customer satisfaction. But Customer satisfaction 
is built on the back of what you say you will deliver. It’s almost like don’t stuff up the simple 
things. People get very upset, when bathroom is not so clean, or they found hair in the bath, 
something like that, which is just shocking for ppl. It is actually one of the things we can 
control. It shouldn’t happen, but it does happen. It happens regularly.  
In our business we measure customer service satisfaction very closely, we use net promoter 
scores and we gather internal guest satisfaction survey and we gather online customer feedback 
through wherever we are mentioned. so, it is like we are a monitor, it’s like social media 
monitor. we gather all that together and we get the reputation performance score and this score 
goes to whether we believe if we satisfied our customer.  
It is very indepth. We tend to go a little bit deeper. We monitor regularly, we have targets 
throughout the year and it’s a combination of our own modelling of guest satisfaction or our 
own surveying of guest satisfaction plus what’s out there in the big wide world. Often 
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customers will say something to you in the survey that there’s something else online or 
facebook or whatever, so we are bringing it together. It’s very important to monitor all the 
social media platforms and even there is business called local measure and what that does is 
monitor, say when people are at your hotel, they are not mentioning your hotel by name but 
they are,  say you are sitting this room and there is a beautiful beachfront, you take a photo 
overlooking Sentosa having a wonderful time. From the geo location of that , they can tell the 
person is actually in the bar of your hotel and you can go surprise or delight them or do a little 
thing for them. This is a monitoring on social media and particularly when that person is in the 
hotel in the moment, is truly important.  
It must be quite tedious? 
Well, there is local monitoring done by local GM and staff of the hotel. Then there is an overall 
big picture monitoring done by an agency, keeping an eye on all of our brands and particularly 
monitoring for negative. You have to really nip negative in the bud early before it gows and 
festers. 
3. Are physical attributes sufficient? (E.g.: Tangibles such as facilities) 
It is really varied. If I talk about just Hotel A1 in APAC, a lot of hotels we manage are very 
new, being newly built because in APAC particularly Asia in last 10-15 years, there has been 
a massive increase in supply of hotels. So, domestic economies are robust, the demographics 
are changing, there is an emerging middle class, who wants to spend and experience things. 
Business travel is greater than before so from that comes a demand for hotels and there comes 
the supply. Sometimes the demand doesn’t match the supply pattern perfectly. There are a lot 
of new hotels in Asia compared with say Europe.  
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When Hotel A1 started, there were about 9 hotels. Again, distinguish between hotels in France 
vs hotels in Singapore. Singapore has a lot of new hotels. Hotels in Singapore are beautiful and 
amazing, like our hotel next door. It is a beautiful new hotel that fully matches the customer 
expectations of hardware. In our hotel in France, you may have a much older building, and it 
is harder to deliver state of the art technology, and modern furniture and fittings as some are 
very old. There is not a blanket statement across the whole hospitality industry. it is cross 
cultural, economic viability, etc. 
4. Do you think camaraderie will improve perception of corporate social responsibility 
(CSR) and will lead to an increase customer satisfaction and loyalty? 
I don’t think so. It’s a must have today. You need to be a corporate citizen. It is probably more 
skewed to a negative side if you don’t have it. people will have negative connotations as 
opposed to if you do have it. I don’t think it creates any greater loyalty. most companies have 
some type of CSR and activity. 
5. Do you think camaraderie will increase positive emotions and will lead to an increase 
customer satisfaction and loyalty? 
Of course 
6. Do you think camaraderie will increase positive attitudes and will increase customer 
satisfaction and loyalty? 
Definitely. Because advocates are the ones, say for this program called program Y. We create 
a feeling that you are part of a club. In this club people feel very strongly in their connection 
to the club and there are interactions where you are creating opportunities for them to engage 
in membership and engage with other people and enjoy more of the benefits they have signed 
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up for. and this is true as it make them feel special and reinforcing that this is something that 
other people cannot get. This is probably more around the uniqueness of the event. Camaraderie 
actually creates a sense of loyalty and advocacy. That is where our biggest advocates are.  
Do you think customers having a sense of community will increase emotional satisfaction 
and increase customer satisfaction and loyalty? 
I think the sense of community is not necessarily created by the hotel itself unless the guest is 
a regular. You won’t get a sense of community for visitors who comes once every 6 months. 
You will get a sense of community from repeat customers for sure and that is from the people 
or the staff that are really nice. For hotel to hotel basis, for an infrequent guest, it is quite 
difficult.   
7. Do you think customer loyalty helps drive employee loyalty? Or does employee loyalty 
drive customer loyalty? 
I think employee interactions drive customer loyalty. An employee also needs to be an advocate 
for their brand. when they believe their brand and product, that is conveyed to the customer. 
that is where you can get customer loyalty and the employee really believes in the product. So 
its probably employee loyalty creates customer loyalty. 
The market is very different. There is more employee loyalty in Australia where business is 
established longer but not so much in china. It is very transactional and for employees, they are 
just trying to improve their position. To a large extent, this is quite similar to Singapore too. I 
am not sure that younger people even see this as loyalty or disloyalty, but they see it as wanting 
to experience more. They don’t see it in the prism of loyalty or disloyalty. Its just ‘I want to 
experience all these thing and employees are there to help me experience.’ They don’t feel like 
they are disloyal, since employees are offering them jobs, they will take it. 
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I think there is always loyalty to the hospitality industry but not necessarily to a single 
employer. People in hospitality are passionate about hospitality. It’s not the highest paying 
industry but it’s a very passionate one. There are a lot of opportunities in hospitality not only 
to services in hotel but increasing with my background, with hotel management and finance, 
you can be a high-ranking financial executive or a very senior marketing executive, a senior 
HR executive or a senior engineering executive, because we have got everything. So, it’s a 
lovely industry to be in.  
Do you think leadership plays a part in creating camaraderie? 
That is basic human behaviour. I need to talk about leadership qualities that is the same within 
an hotel, office, factory or retail. The leader is doing what he is saying, and he trains people 
well and delivers. The DNA of brand is delivered by GM through the hotel staff. The GM is 
like any leader who sets the tone. A good GM Not only sets the tone with the employees but 
he also connects the local community and with the guest and owners. 
8. Why do you think a satisfied customer might not be loyal? 
Satisfaction alone won’t make the customer loyal. Loyalty programs do drive loyal behaviour 
because people are looking for points. I think the important thing about loyalty programs is that 
the points don’t drive loyalty, but the tiers drive loyalty. its those extra benefits you get through 
tiers that drive loyalty behaviour.  
That is not emotional right? That will be behavioural? 
Yes. With different tiers, you are treated differently.  It is like I’m more than the person next 
to me. It’s like PPS on SQ. When you are PPS or solitaire on SQ, I just travel so much. it’s a 
very little thing, it’s like SQ doesn’t have the best planes anymore. the food is fine but not the 
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best or the best service, but the service is better than other airlines, in my opinion. I prefer to 
fly SQ. The service on Quantas is familiar for me, as they have a way of interacting that is a 
little bit casual. SQ is very personalised, particularly if you are solitaire or PPS. It’s the 
welcome back and you feel special because they come just to talk to you. There is a whole 
psychology around that.  There is a small degree of emotional satisfaction. If I am not PPS I 
may be satisfied but I may not be loyal. For example, I have highest status on Quantas and SQ, 
but I never look at my points. To me status is very important. I get access to the lounge, I get 
things that I need. I get treated a little bit differently. I get priority on bookings, for check-in 
and waitlist. This is important for me. The products are not the best bit the experience on SQ 
is very good. I get a different experience from Quantas. Recently, I came back on a flight from 
Sydney. There was a husband and wife who couldn’t get their seat together. The stewardess 
came to me and asked if I mind a seat swop. I agreed, and they thanked me about 10 times. It’s 
not a big deal. But it’s a very Australian thing. On SQ I would be thanked and continued to be 
looked after really nicely. In a way the interaction is not familiar but very welcoming.  
9. Rate the type of camaraderie which you think is most effective. 
 Peer to peer 
Network based ( Eg: themed hotels, Disney- Starwars themed hotel) 
Customer and Employees 
Camaraderie between peer to peer is quite rare as everyone is there for a different purpose. 
Unless you are there on a leisure resort and everyone is there for a week and you are seeing the 
same people for a week and there may be interaction but that is not very common. I don’t think 
we see that as high. We are not trying to facilitate P2P camaraderie, let’s put it that way, not 
on a hotel by hotel basis. We used to have these instances where the GM will host cocktails at 
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5 in the afternoon, so people come and meet one another. It’s a bit old school.  I don’t know if 
other hotels do this anymore. I don’t see it anymore. It’s not that it doesn’t work but I think 
prioritizing the way you interact with your customers, I don’t think that will be high on your 
priority list.  
Your second point, which is more of a network theme based or theme-based networking, that 
tends to be a greater instance of creating camaraderie around that. I don’t see it though, on a 
hotel basis. That is when loyalty programs do play a part. Specifically, what we have is a 
subscription program called A1 plus. We have a lot of member events, so the members come 
together. They don’t know each other because they buy the membership for their own travel 
and dining needs. But when we host events, they come together. We have for the last 3 or 4 
years hosted hundreds of events. When we hosted very early on in Country X, we have got 
people forming relationships through these events and they just come to every event that we 
run. And they do travel together, and they are very loyal to our brand. It’s a very good example, 
so it’s through member events and the thing has to be related to why they are member in the 
first place. The travel, wine or food or industry so it has to be due to a kind of connection in 
any way. 
On your third example, which is from the employee to the guest. It does create connections, 
absolutely, but it is hard to industrialise it. What I mean is, it is hard to measure. But it is also 
a single employee to single customer usually, people do get quite connected and it is personality 
driven in the hotel. It might be a concierge, the breakfast waiter or waitress. Its really the front 
desk employees, somebody you have regular interaction with.  It might be the barman at the 
pool, somebody you are seeing regularly, or it might be maybe the GM. It’s not something you 
get comments from the guest to the GM ‘you make my stay really wonderful’ or so and so in 
the restaurant is fantastic but it is not scalable. 
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A hybrid between a network based and customer and employees is ideal centred around an 
event that you can really buy. Money can’t buy experiences. They don’t have to be 
outrageously expensive. It’s not like going to Richard Branson’s island or something like that. 
It can be really simple things. We hold events for 50 people. We will have a dinner or cocktail 
party and you will get a show and then you get to meet cast of show. A normal paying customer 
doesn’t get to meet the cast of the show. Or it could be we do weekends around wine themes 
or things around how your chicken made it to the plate. Something like that, things you 
normally don’t get to do.  
Do people come alone or with friends? 
It depends but people usually come in at least a couple. It might be two friends or husband and 
wife or a family.  
So it probably only works for leisure? 
Absolutely. You get that sort of engagement on a leisure basis. For corporate it is very hard, 
unless its conferencing. We don’t do events around profession.  
Thank you. 
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Interview transcript for Hotelier A 
26th September 2018  
1815pm-1925pm 
How long have you been in this industry? 
 I have actually been in the industry since 199X, until now, about 2X years 
 
That’s a very long time, so you must be very familiar with the hospitality industry?  
The industry is evolving all the time. A lot of times, what was done 20 years ago is very 
different from what is done now because of the associates, social media, and guest expectations.  
 
How are the expectations different? 
15-20 years ago, guests just need a room, a clean room, check in, proper housekeeping service 
and good breakfast that’s enough. 
 
Now they want more personalised services, more bonding relationships with hotel staff. They 
want to see small personal touches, like writing a card that is addressed to them, welcoming 
them, signed off by room attendant or GM.  
 
Tourists from developing countries like China, they have more opportunity to travel world and 
from information gathered from social media, they know what to expect and what they want 
when they stay in hotels. It’s very different these days compared to pre-social media days 15-
20 years ago, where there isn’t anywhere like trip advisor to post comments on. 
 
Between 20 years ago and now or even in future, it is important to be proactive, in whatever 
you do. People used to encourage attentiveness to customers but once you make it a habit to be 
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proactive, u will automatically be attentive to needs of the customer.  We try to be proactive to 
talk and interact with guests, during breakfast or when they return to the hotel. 
 
Dealing with Millennials, they express their unhappiness on social media such as twitter, 
Facebook, Instagram and trip advisor without your knowledge, before they even try to reach 
out to you. 20 years ago, without social media, they mail or fax their complain letters to express 
their unhappiness and unwillingness to patronise hotel again or they will complain at the lobby 
and you have to talk them to do service recovery. 
 
What do you think are the common pain points faced in this industry? 
Due to social media and technology, things move at a faster pace. Information channel to the 
public is much faster. Any bad experience mentioned will be made public information very 
quickly. Regardless of nationalities, it is typical of human behaviour to be quick to complain 
than compliment. If they are unhappy with the hotel’s food or service of the hotel staff, they 
are quick to complain. But if they are very happy with the hotel’s food or hotel staff, they will 
simply comment ‘good food or good service’ but are less likely to proactively pen it down. 
They might have the intention to write a compliment, but it depends. In this aspect, technology 
can be a double-edged sword. 
 
What about pain points on the operations side? 
Operations issues are faced by all hotels globally, regardless of any generation. As a GM.,  
1. you have to lead the team and give recognition. I believe in praises.  
2. ensuring that you are getting the right people for the right job and not just filling up the 
position for the sake of headcount. If you get the wrong person for the job and they are the 
wrong fit, turnover will be high. The cost is higher for acquiring new staff. Keep the position 
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vacant and take on the extra workload to do it on your own, then to get the wrong person for 
the job.  
3. Have a positive mind-set that the right people will come in with the right timing. 
Singapore may be stressful as it is fast paced and expensive but HK in much faster and stressful. 
But in SG at least there is help by the government. E.g. Medisave and CPF. Hence, it’s a matter 
of choice, whether Singaporeans choose to be stressed.  
In hospitality, you have a choice too, to be rude to a customer or not.  
I am 51 and comes work at 6am. Yet I am full of energy due to my choice and my mind-set. 
Mind-set is important in hospitality. The right leader has to influence the team in the right 
direction.  
A lot of staff do not take this as a second home as they see this as a job. I always tell my staff 
that the hotel is their second home as they spend a minimum of at least 9hours a day which is 
slightly more than 1/3 of their time in a day. If you are at home, your lights or television is out 
of order, you won’t leave it and repair it a few days later. The same applies here too and we 
must ensure guest satisfaction since we are here as the host, like in our home. This mind-set of 
us being the host is very important. If we can get this mind-set right, hotel will be very 
successful. This starts from the GM with a trickle-down effect to influence everyone. I’ll make 
my rounds at the hotel at a stipulated time to speak to guests and associate. When I see someone 
with a very good smile, I’ll go to him or her to praise and I’ll take a picture to post out in 
operation chat group. This helps boost morale as they feel the recognition. The pat on the back 
is the basic recognition appreciated by everyone, regardless of generation (Gen X, Gen Y or 
Millennium). It is very old school, but it works. 
Hospitality is about smiling and proactively willing to serve. 
 
What do you think determines customer satisfaction? 
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It is about attention to details and different needs. You cannot have same set of SOP for every 
customer as this will be robotic. I always encourage associates to take the leap, to do something 
different. 
Customer wants the basic of a hotel, good breakfast environment, good location choice, good 
beds, clean beds, clean sheets, powerful water jet in shower and a room that works. Brand is 
another aspect, but this is determined by loyalty programs of any company. The loyalty 
program also plays a part. 
A customer may be satisfied with a hotel but may not be loyal. Loyalty program plays a part to 
attract but as every international hotel is engaged in loyalty program, we have to be different 
to differentiate from other loyalty programs.  
 
Do you think customers’ perception of CSR of hotel will help build camaraderie that will 
increase customer satisfaction and increase loyalty? 
Depends on how it’s put across. Many years ago, we start a going green project, on saving 
water, a card to not change the sheets and towels, but a lot of people think the hotel is just 
trying to save cost.  
It’s important to do CSR in creating public awareness and to give back to society.  
 
This hotel has done some CSR. Will this affect the hotel visitors’ decisions? For instance, 
people who has a soft spot for old people find out that this hotel does charity for old folks’ 
home, will this affect their decision? 
Customers don’t choose primarily over CSR. If they see news about the company’s CSR 
efforts, it will get positive attention for perhaps a first time visitor for who sees this in the news 
might choose the hotel. But not for frequent or business visitors. However, there are other 
factors, the booker for RSP(request for pricing ), prices, proximity to office, safe, reputation 
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for service, safety items such as fire alarm safety, elevator safety, peep holes, service.  Top 
MNCS, goes through AMEX, AMEX travels to ask hotel for RSP from sept for the next year 
to bid for it.  
 
CSR affects customer satisfaction to a small extent, not so much for business travellers. For 
business travellers, pricing is the main concern here, if it is within the budget for the company. 
location, proximity to office or factory is another factor.  
 
Assuming all these factors are met, would emotional connection from camaraderie with 
hotel employees increase satisfaction and increase loyalty?  
Yes. I strongly believe in this and I encourage my staff to build emotional connection via 
interacting with customers. Emotional connection is so important. When there is emotional 
connection, it builds loyalty as customers can feel the sincerity and they know it’s not just SOP.  
They know you like their preferences. If the staff knows the guest only has habit of drinking 
two glasses of wine only, he/she won’t offer third glass. This is emotional connection. It is 
something you have to work very hard for, but it boils down to the basic of finding out what 
they like. Checking the guest check in information and remembering the kind of wine or fruits 
that guest likes and making a note about it.  
Front office associates don’t make enough eye contact as they are always looking down on 
their screen, checking customers in and out or checking information. Eye contact is essential 
to help establish emotional connection. 
To encourage people to love their job. Not just to like it. If you love your job, there will be 
passion, and you become proactive. You are more mindful. It is important to coach staff when 
they do something wrong. It’s important to coach as it’s possible that they are not aware. After 
coaching, if staff remains the same, it’s the wrong fit.  
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There are 270 staff and I have to influence them as I cannot split myself.  
I will always send an email to every customer, within 2 hours of meeting after receiving their 
business card. I will either send a thank you email or send a message in WhatsApp or Wechat 
in china. 
This creates an impact as customers will compare. When GM makes effort and bothers to spend 
10-15mins to interact. This building a bond with customer and emotional connection, hence, 
building loyalty. This will set a hotel apart from other hotels whose GM is always absent. 
 
Do you think a sense of community from camaraderie increases customer satisfaction, 
hence, increasing loyalty? 
Sure. If an environment is created, with a family like community is created, the customer will 
come back.  Knowing all the names, knowing their preference, it will increase customer 
satisfaction.  If a guest likes local fruit and it is provided for him in his room, accompanied by 
a card, not necessarily by the GM., but signed off by concierge, he or she will be impressed. 
 
What about Customer to customer interaction? If guest knows that if they stay in a 
certain hotel, they will get a chance to network with other guests from same industry etc. 
This depends on the nationality of the customer.  
People these days like to travel and use the likes of Wechat to find friends, and to talk but this 
is not safe. We don’t encouraged people to do that as it is virtual strangers they communicate 
with and may be unsafe.  
However, having an interaction place such as a meeting room for hotel guest to network and 
communicate will be good as it also helps with emloyees-guest interaction too and will help 
increase customer satisfaction. A lot of hotels are not doing that as they are afraid customers 
will come together and share negative views of the hotel. However, hotels should not be afraid 
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of such interactions. Hotels should look beyond this, to try to interact with guests on a regular 
basis, so they know what is on mind of customers and there is no fear of possible negative 
feedback circulating amongst guests, should they come together. Hotel staff can take this 
opportunity to build camaraderie with the hotel guests as well. 
 
Will this enhance customer satisfaction? 
This camaraderie shared will enhance satisfaction and allows speedy service recovery if 
customers are unhappy and they express their views. So, guests wont share their unhappiness 
on social media. However, hotels have to be patient to promote the meeting room.  
 
Would this camaraderie help to manage expectations of customers? If there is 
camaraderie, if hotel guests are unhappy with service, are they more likely to be more 
forgiving? 
If you show you care, and the customers know, regardless of nationality, if you show empathy, 
guests will be disarmed. If you try to avoid because you hate complaints, and the confrontation, 
it will snowball. If I have a chance, I will try to talk to customer. If I don’t have a chance, I’ll 
do my best to find out why by sending my HOD. I’ll let my associates them know that they 
have my support if they need to come to my level. 
 
Will camaraderie improve perceptions of perceived quality of hotel? 
Not only from staff. Everyone plays a part.  
A customer who stayed with us for ten years told me it is his first time meeting the GM. For 
instance, I find out that this customer I going to HK and I asked if he need any help in HK. Of 
course, he doesn’t but Makes him feel good.  When you bother to ask sincerely, they can feel 
it. Especially on the first day of the week.  
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This will lead to positive emotions? 
Yes 
 
Do you think positive emotions increase customer satisfaction? 
Customers will come back for more and give positive word of mouth to their friends such as 
friendly staff, proactive and attentive to needs before I even ask.  
This is done through influencing and training and clear direction to staff of what guests want. 
 
How do u segregate customers? 
1. Firstly, the Geographic-nationality mix 
To tailor a personalised service as what you apply to an American and someone from China is 
different. 
 
2. Secondly, Corporate travellers vs leisure travellers 
Corporate travellers are easy to deal with as they have basic expectations- fast Wi-Fi, 
decluttered room, as it is usually paid by company. 
Leisure travellers are more demanding as they pay out of own pocket. They expect even more. 
 
Emotional connection applies to everyone but the way you treat them have to be different for 
corporate and leisure travellers. I managed a resort hotel for 3 years. Resort travellers are very 
different. Chinese travellers are different. They won’t go under sun. only go pool at night. Need 
to find ways to entertain them and make them feel good. 
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Business travellers are different and simpler. I will just go to the executive lounge to speak to 
them and to offer to go for drinks with them if they are bored or stressed. They finish work, go 
back to room, change, and call their mates to go for drink. 
 
Leisure travellers are usually with family or girlfriends and prefer not to be disturbed. However, 
they also expect some form of recognition. They like to go local such as best food to eat, best 
tourist attraction to take pictures. They are less likely to go to clubs.  
 
Camaraderie can be applied across all, but the degree is different? 
Camaraderie applies to most, but the degree is different. 
Remembering guest preference is one thing but to apply and to do it genuinely is another. 
Emotional connection will go up and loyalty will go out. If a guest calls room service and wants 
to order a burger and the extension dialled is wrong and the laundry department picks up. If 
laundry helps to take the order instead of telling guest, the extension is wrong. It is a wow 
moment.  
 
Another example is of an engineer who overheard a guest commenting that the Christmas 
lighting in city is very nice. When the guest returned to their room, their room is lit up with 
Christmas lights. It is a wow moment for them. 
 
However, it takes a lot of time, patience and coaching and as a GM. You need to be passionate 
in your job. 
 
Are satisfied customers always loyal? 
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It depends. It could be due Loyalty program, not in rfp list and company does not allow him to 
choose the hotel he wants. However, If he’s on a leisure, he will stay in this hotel. he will be 
loyal in other ways such as sharing positive WOM with friends.  
 
Can customer loyalty drive employee loyalty or vice versa?  
 
I always believe a happy working environment that creates happy associates which is equal to 
happy customers and return business. Happy staff will go a long way to make guest happy. 
This will result in good business return index, more new business.  
The key is in a good manager. Employees leave because of the manager.  
 
Will camaraderie amongst employees help generate loyalty? 
For sure as guests will be happy.  
 
What about combination of customer and employee’s camaraderie? 
It is important to take care of staff and ensure they are happy. In this way, they will engage in 
customers and automatically connect emotionally with thee guests. They just need to know the 
standard SOP and they will do the rest. 
 
Thank you. 
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Interview transcript for Hotelier C 
22nd September 2018 
1600-1635 
I have been in industry for 2X years, since 199X. My background is predominantly in front 
office positions. I rose through the ranks and have been a GM for 1X years. I have always been 
based in Singapore.  
What are the common pain points? 
Labour is one. Finding the body is alright but right people with right mindset is difficult. I think 
it is the problem with Culture in Singapore. I am born and bred in Singapore, but I don’t think 
Singapore has a very gracious and hospitable culture. Not many people view the hotel industry 
as a profession. Most Singaporeans don’t want to be of service to others. They think it is 
demeaning and below them. This ties in with culture and society where everyone wants to be 
a lawyer, accountant, dentist or doctor. Salary scale is another problem. Salary is not very high 
compared to other jobs outside. Generally, I think that is all.  
It is human issues as this industry is about people. The product is subjective, like cuisine. You 
may hate this carpet, but others might like it. It is hard to find a carpet that pleases 10. It is very 
difficult. What you are looking for is people who want to take care of others. That’s the hotel 
industry.  
Historically, the hotel concept was developed a long time ago to cater to house people travelling 
to different areas. Technically this is your second home. Whether you stay for 1 hour, 7 hours, 
1 day, 3 days or 3 months, it is your second home. our job is to make you feel at home. Some 
hotel employees view it as just a job. Yes, it is a job, but understand the nature of the hotel 
industry. it doesn’t mean serving people job. Serving other people does not mean you are below 
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them. It takes a stronger person to serve someone whom you do not know. But it is difficult to 
find someone like this.  
How are the expectations of customers different? 
Yes. I think if you talk about the Millennials, the current generation. Millennials, from labour 
point of view, they are very impatient. They want a promotion 3 days after they join the 
company, they want to be highly paid, they want work life balance. We all want work life 
balance but in the service industry, you work on weekends at times, public holidays, it is very 
different. Of course, if you have a restaurant in the CBD area, then there is no point opening 
on Sundays, then it benefits you. But there are a lot of sacrifices in terms of time to work in the 
hotel industry.  
If you look at guests, the younger generation, they are booking more online. They book closer 
to date of travel, so the period of booking is reduced drastically. This is aligned to what you 
are looking for, camaraderie. We call it emotional experience.  People are looking for 
experience in hotel compared to paying a certain amount of money and expecting you to have 
a good bed and everything to be working. They also want to have emotional connection with 
staff and hotel. this is where camaraderie comes in. 
Does it mean physical attributes are no longer sufficient? 
It’s important but inadequate. What differentiates and what keeps you consistent is the service. 
Service doesn’t have to be difficult.  
My expectation for service is logical and simple. If the hotel is your second home, our job is to 
make them feel at home. If you invite friend to your house for Christmas, Chinese New Year 
or Deepavali etc, you play your role as a host. You want to make sure that when they leave, 
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they are happy. You care about how they feel and their opinions, you do things to make them 
happy. The same mindset at home should be applied at work. The only difference is the 
uniform. So why do we still have problems, that’s the difficulty. I think people try to define 
service, to being professional. But being professional doesn’t mean you have to be a robot. If 
you can take care of people at home, which I believe 11 out of 10 people are capable of, it’s 
the same in hotels. I try and drive this message across to staff, “Don’t be different, Be yourself.” 
We all have a heart to care about people. When you care about people, we don’t have to teach 
you what to do. In Singapore there are campaigns like breed smile and think. Teaching someone 
to smile can drive one crazy. If I have to teach you to smile, you are in the wrong industry. Not 
everyone is fit to be in the hotel industry. if you choose to join, don’t complain about long 
hours, standing for 8 hours and scolded for something not your fault. But the satisfaction is 
when you see people happy, saying thank you and smiling. It is a thankless job as not many 
people will thank you. If good service is delivered, people expects it. 
What do you think determines customer satisfaction? 
I think it’s also value for what they pay. Some hotels like Ritz claim they are 6 stars ?? but 
what is 6 stars? Service is either good or bad. If I treat people like how you should treat them, 
making sure everything functions, delivering all and not mess up. issue and request if can go 
extra mile. If you are angry and you tell someone and if no effort is shown to rectify, will make 
one angrier, if one makes effort, it will lessen anger. Service recovery is important. 
Emotional satisfaction contributes to customer satisfaction, but it depends on types of 
establishment. 
If I run a smaller hotel, I have closer contact with guest as I have closer connections. For 
example, I used to run smaller hotels and I have time to look at trip advisor to monitor. We 
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have no SOP to follow. Welcome Cards are customised by staff and amenities are all 
personalised. It’s possible for 30 rooms but I can’t for a big hotel with 300+ rooms. You cannot 
do it to the extent of small hotels. For Big hotels you have to do small things that matters. For 
instance, waiting and holding door for guest, letting guest walk first even when you are holding 
a lot of things. It shows care that customers are important and comes first. It may be small and 
simple and may go unnoticed, but it does matter to some guests.  
Rate the type of camaraderie which you think is most effective. 
1. Peer to peer 
2. Network based ( Eg: themed hotels, Disney- Starwars themed hotel) 
3. Customer and Employees 
Employee and guest but it also depends. It forms the foundation for the business hotel, even if 
location is not an advantage. If you don’t have this, people are less likely to be loyal. 
The second one will be network based but it only apples to specific hotels. Elvis hotel and 
Disney hotel are very specialised, and a guest enjoys the stay and also makes friends with staff 
there. But how often do you go there? Perhaps once every 3 years for leisure guests. Unless 
you are a business traveller, but business travellers are more likely to stay in a functional hotel. 
Some hotels try to find way and means to improve for guest but do guests really need it.  
If you offer extras and are not doing the basics well, you do not meet my needs. There is no 
cookie cutter way to define customer satisfaction. It is very subjective. Personally, as a guest, 
I don’t like people to hound me. I don’t like the red-carpet treatment. I just need staff to be nice 
and efficient. I want to be left alone. It’s just me. Different people have different needs.  
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Do you think camaraderie will increase positive attitudes and will increase customer 
satisfaction and loyalty? 
Yes 
Do you think camaraderie will increase positive emotions and will lead to an increase 
customer satisfaction and loyalty?  
For customer satisfaction, it is a yes. Loyalty is subjective as rate and location lays a part. If 
you have an office in this area, you won’t be staying in the west. There is also a budget. 
However, if it is not too out of bounds, and the employees are friendly, and I know them, I will 
return. 
Would camaraderie help to manage expectations of customers? If there is camaraderie, 
if hotel guests are unhappy with service, are they more likely to be more forgiving? 
Yes. Camaraderie will increase customer satisfaction and loyalty. 
No company will give you 100% satisfaction, if positives outweigh the negatives, one will stay 
with the company. as it ticks most of the boxes. 
It will affect satisfaction as humans wants to feel needed and don’t like to be alone. If I am part 
of a group, it makes my stay and experience better as I am with likeminded people that I can 
get along with  
Are satisfied customers always loyal? 
Yes. Location and price are one and lack of positive service experience. Décor may be nice but 
if every time I walk, and nobody seems to know me even though I’m here 6 times, there is no 
emotional connection. It is the same as retail. We want an LV bag as we like the emotions that 
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come with it. if I cannot afford it, I’ll get a Coach bag. I may not be satisfied but I’m loyal to 
it  
Do you think customer loyalty helps drive employee loyalty? Or does employee loyalty 
drive customer loyalty? 
Employee loyalty leads to customer loyalty. Happy staff makes happy customers. It’s as simple 
as that. 
What are the different types of hotel guests? 
According to tradition segment its by source of booking, corporate traveller and if you book 
through travel agent, leisure. Corporate and leisure have diff expectations. Corporate expect 
efficiency as they have not time.  Leisure has more time to talk to staff and staff can spend abit 
more time to talk to them but it’s hard to dictate how to differentiate. It boils down to training 
employees. For example, if you know a couple celebrating 60th year anniversary, spend abit 
more time with them. Title is another way. 
But from an Experience and service point of view, you should not segment. as you should not 
treat q lower rate paying guest differently. For instance, a $300 room rate guest should not be 
treated differently from a $100 room rate guest. The way we talk to them should be the same 
service should be same throughout. 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
171 
 
Interview transcript for Hotelier F 
23rd September 2018 
1800-1845 
 “U can do all sort of things as long as you are surround yourself with good people.” 
I am in the business now for 3X years. I worked in Asia, Middle East, Europe, Australia and 
for a short time, the Caribbean. I managed to travel around and see that there are certain 
commonalities wherever I go, which I think is the fascinating bit. 
So, in talking about the subject that you are looking into, the one constant I can see is that 
customer satisfaction drives loyalty. If you have a fabulous experience in a hotel and the more 
times you have a fabulous experience, the highly the chances are you go back to that hotel. It 
is almost barrier less. Price and availability are not barriers as you will go through these barriers 
just to see that experience repeated.   
Recognition is one of the things guests enjoy the most. When they come into a hotel and 
somebody welcomes them back as opposed to welcoming them, that’s something they get a 
real buzz from. The concept of constant recognition, whether you are going back into the bar 
and the bartender remembers your favourite cocktails and uses your name, etc. That is when 
you get really get customer loyalty. we see that When you have high loyalty in a hotel you get 
very high levels of satisfaction and with high level of satisfaction, you have high level of 
loyalty. 
So, it’s a loop you are looking at? 
Yes, it’s a loop. We call it a Virtual cycle. You have a great experience, you want another one, 
you come back, you get a great experience, you want another one, you come back. That just 
continues revolving. 
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Will a satisfied customer be loyal? 
Yes. If we don’t have that and we look only at the other side, you start looking at other things 
which are just commodities.  
If I stay in a hotel and just go to bed and leave the next day. I just compare a bed to another 
bed. If I dine in the restaurant, go to the bar and use the spa the more interaction I can have 
with the client, the more opportunities I have to build that satisfaction. The higher the 
satisfaction, the higher the loyalty. 
 
What about Millennials? Who likes to try new things? Will they be satisfied but not loyal? 
Yes. There is certainly a market where people want to try something new. They will 
continuously look for that newness. What we found, an example, the china market, when they 
go for holiday they want to go Maldives. They might have phenomenal experience, but they 
are not going back to Maldives. They will want to go to Seychelles then might have a great 
experience, but they will want to go to Bali. They are doing something very different. They are 
ticking off. They are saying Paris done! London done! New York done! They don’t really want 
to repeat. The question is after a 20-year travel cycle, will they go back to same place they 
enjoy the most? They are definitely looking at something completely different, at banking 
experiences and not building loyalty.  
There may be some market where loyalty not a heavy rating, but they can still compare which 
is better. They will still say Bali is better than Maldives, etc. they recommend to colleagues 
and fellow travellers that they should go Bali. So, I believe there is still good reason to deliver 
that guest satisfaction. 
 
They will have positive word of mouth and that is also loyalty? 
Yes. Positive word of mouth will drive repeat. Repeat is what it is all about.  
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Millennials definitely like to try something. What we found is that the Millennial is also just as 
hungry for recognition as others are. Even if they try a new hotel or bar they go back to hotel/ 
bar they like before. I always go do something new and old. I might go to a new destination for 
3-4 days holiday and also go to an old destination I love and stay for a couple of days, which 
gives me a warm fuzzy feeling but at the same time I do something new.  
 
What are the common pain points? 
Many. If you look at it, in the past, we were in the business of people, guests, colleagues. The 
great news is we still are, even though there are lots of changes.  
For instance, u see a hotel since 18XX. The check in and guest service is almost still the same 
since 18XX. From an experience point of view, how you make the famous cocktail in the bar, 
then and now is exactly the same. But behind the scenes, in the heart of house, that is where 
we really change the game.  
We have data analysis now and revenue director. We look at different touchpoints. We look at 
different guest segmentation. We have 30-40 different ways to book business into a hotel. We 
are constantly looking at different channels where business comes in. We are reaching out to 
work with third parties such as Booking.com, Expedia. We work with big mega agencies and 
wholesalers. That side of business has changed enormously.  It has really moved to the analytics 
field and this is where we are looking. 
 
You mentioned physical attributes are no longer sufficient.  
People look much further beyond facilities. Peer review is very important. My friend tells me 
this is a great hotel. I’m much more likely to stay there then to go online to read reviews.  If I 
don’t have peer review I also have social media. I will go online to see the top ten hotels, top 
ten bars.  Ever since we won an award for our restaurant, the restaurant’s business has increased 
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by 20-25%. This shows that peer review really pushes traffic to your restaurants and bars. 
people really care about star ratings and how the business is rated. 
There are many reasons why people are coming in to a hotel. I suppose at the end of the day it 
depends on purpose of travel. If I got to go to a meeting and I am flying overnight, all I want 
to do is to sleep, go the meeting, go to the airport to fly back home.  Then my interaction is 
very limited and it’s all about what brand will offer me a good night’s sleep.  
If I am staying for 5-6 day, I will wonder what kind of restaurant hotel has, if there is a gym or 
spa, a business centre and how fast the Wi-Fi is. All these will come in and I am really 
comparing the feature, the more the hotel can offer have and the faster they get information to 
me, the more likely I will book. 
 
What do you think in your experience are determinants of customer satisfaction? 
There’s what we call the hygiene factors. A clean room, a nice bed and all facilities are 
functioning and high-speed internet. High speed internet used to be a luxury but now it’s a cost 
of entry. It’s all these things and what you can do on top of that.  
We can offer anything that is bespoke. If the guest would like to have no feathers in pillows or 
feather allergy or something particularly special and how the hotel can react to that. It’s all 
about service.  
We look at hardware and software. 
We can Hardware all the things that happen in the hotel, the chairs the furniture and computer 
etc.  
 The Software is all about the people, the biggest driver of customer satisfaction. 
 
Would camaraderie help to manage expectations of customers? If there is camaraderie, 
if hotel guests are unhappy with service, are they more likely to be more forgiving? 
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Sadly, yes. Some hotels have done quite a bit of research, one brand in particular have done 
this research, that even guest who complain come back more often, based on how complaint is 
handled. It is more than service recovery. You know the hotel is not perfect, but you still keep 
coming back because it’s this hotel that gives u the biggest recognition. This is called the dark 
side of customer loyalty when the customer knows it’s the smallest room and an older product. 
The hotel across the road may be brand new but they do not know you. Because you have such 
high level of recognition, you are much more able to absorb the little inefficiency and rake 
outs. Sometimes, highly recognised repeat guest may not be highly satisfied. But they can’t 
risk losing that recognition by going somewhere. 
I can give you an example of this hotel in Dubai that I ran. It is 40 years old, built with very 
small rooms, 28sqm rooms.  It is fairly small. Here the smallest we have is 40 sqm.  And very 
small bathrooms etc. The shower tap is very low. In the shower you could reach across to the 
wash basin because the distance between the shower and wash basin is so short. We had a guest 
who stayed with us for years. He loves pistachios. Every time he checked in, there is a big bowl 
of pistachios. And he loves bananas. He didn’t want them ripe or green. He wanted them 
perfect. Our Chef will hand pick bananas to put in his room. He also loves to drink whiskey 
and he has his own decanter and bottle. When he checks out, we keep the bottle in 
housekeeping. We put the bottle back when he checks in. He checks the bottle by marking it to 
ensure nothing is taken. We decided we will do the mark for him, so he can see that it’s his 
own whiskey and decanter. 
One day a brand-new hotel opened in the market. He told us he really likes us but wants to try 
the brand-new hotel. he booked for 5 days, and after the first night he came back. He said no 
pistachios and they couldn’t get the bananas right. They don’t keep the whisky for him and he 
has to finish the bottle of whiskey he bought. So, he moved straight back.  
This is a case of inferior product with superior guest satisfaction and yet that guest is loyal. 
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Is it due to camaraderie with the staff too? 
Yes, it is a good word and not used before. We used words like bonding and exceeding guest 
expectations previously but for the Millennials, perhaps camaraderie is a better word.  
 
Will camaraderie improve perceptions of perceived quality of hotel? 
For sure. The important thing is to train colleagues to read the guest. We used to say, “to treat 
guest the way you want to be treated”. Now we say, “to treat guest how they want to be treated”. 
Because the way you wanted to be treated might be different. If you are sitting quietly in a 
corner, reading a book and enjoying your coffee and somebody comes over to talk to you and 
u, it disturbs you as you really want to read your book. If you are sitting in the bar, and really 
want to talk to someone and somebody comes over to start talking to you, you don’t mind 
having a chat and you chat about Singapore, where to go for chicken rice and what you should 
see. We have to read the guest, if they want to be left alone, to be engaged, to be inspired or 
excited or the mood they have. This is taking camaraderie to a higher level by understanding 
what the guest wants and to try to deliver on that. 
 
Do you think when customers feel a sense of community from camaraderie, it will increase 
satisfaction and hence increase loyalty? 
Yes  
Do you think customers having an emotional connection with the hotel employees will 
increase satisfaction and hence increase loyalty? 
For sure. 
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Do you think positive emotions generated from camaraderie could increase customer 
satisfaction and loyalty? 
We have guests who got married here, so, we created an emotional connection. Where do you 
think they will celebrate their wedding anniversary dinner or take their kids to one day and so 
on?  When you are old enough to see children of parents who got married coming back to get 
married, these things really work out to create long term relationships. 
 
Let’s talk about corporate social responsibility. Do you think customers’ perception of 
CSR will increase customer satisfaction and increase loyalty? 
We think that people will choose to stay and to work in a company actively engaged in CSR, 
actively engaged in reducing footprint in environment and creating positive impact in a 
particular area. 
In Singapore, we are a very wealthy city with well-funded charities, etc. Our resort in Bali is 
an example.  We work very actively with orphanage that is local in the village. In fact, we 
recruit some of the orphans who have just graduated from school to work as trainees in our 
hotel, so we can really get engaged in the local community. When we have guest staying there, 
we tell them about it. it’s open to them if they want to feel good that the hotel they are staying 
is actively engaged or they want to be financially involved and help with donations. 
I think these kinds of things could be really beneficial in terms of just feeling good. I think we 
all realised that we might be actively involved in CSR but when we get on the plane to fly to 
Bali, we create more pollution and more environmental damage. I think we feel good knowing 
that the hotel is giving something back. 
Some time ago, I stayed in a hotel in Myanmar. They were working with 4 different charities. 
It was really simple. They provide funds, so families could buy chickens. The chickens lay 
eggs and families can make money from the eggs and chicken. It was the whole cycle. That 
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was a real benefit. when I stayed there they asked which one I would like to support. I felt 
compelled to support as it’s so simple.  
 
We mentioned previously the three types of social spaces, 1. Creating camaraderie for 
customer to customer interaction, 2. Creating a network to cater to a specific segment 
e.g.; start-ups, 3. Customer to employee interaction. Which one would you think is most 
relevant in creating customer satisfaction? 
3. Customer to employee interaction definitely. 
For Customer to customer interaction I have not much success cracking. We have a bar or many 
bars here. Sometimes guest at bar sit next to each other and might start talking. This gave us 
the thought that maybe we can do more for the travellers on own.  We tried to do more with 
communal tables and guest cocktail where guest can meet, mix and mingle. There is not a lot 
of success there yet. I think with Millennials it will get worse. Millennials struggle to talk to 
anyone, unless its WhatsApp or snap chat etc. I find that difficult, even if you have a table of 
4 at breakfast, and you put a businessman there and if you want to put someone else there, the 
businessman is more likely to say no as he/she wants to be left alone.  
For 2. Social network. This will break the mix for sure. There are a couple of themed and 
boutique hotels that are addressing some of these segments too. For instance, Beatles hotel in 
Liverpool. Beatles fans will stay there for an immersive experience. There is also the Hard 
Rock hotel where you can order your music playlist in advance and the Elvis hotel for Elvis 
fan. There is a much stronger opportunity there.  
For sure we are more focused on lifestyle. We find that people used to do business in business 
hotels and leisure and pleasure in resort hotels. Now they want a mix of both. They want to go 
on business and they want a great spa and gym and good restaurants around. They want a great 
dinner and enjoy themselves. Similarly, when you go on holidays, you don’t switch your phone 
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off anymore or leave at home. You work all the time and you need laser fast Wi-Fi for 
connectivity wherever you go. Chances are you are sitting by the pool on a beautiful day writing 
to your boss. These two things are blended. I suppose this is the segment where leisure has 
become business and business has become leisure. I think this is as far as we go in big hotels. 
We have a big tech conference, and everyone checks in, they mix and mingle and talk and so 
on. I think people look for experiences. if you are on business you are still looking for that 
experience. If you are coming to Singapore and you have the budget and a choice (instead of a 
pre-determined hotel by company), you choose where you want to stay and immersive yourself 
in that experience, which you may share which you may share with your kids. It may not be 
camaraderie, but it’s aligned as its building on the experience. 
People do get engaged. We send an email before guests checks in and ask if there’s anything 
we can do for guest. Sometimes, people write back and ask for tips on where to go on their free 
day on Saturday.  We will suggest places to go like the zoo etc and where to go for meals or 
what to drink at a new bar.  This is already working quite well 
For Peer to peer interaction, I was talking to someone. If you fly with Emirates on A380, they 
have a bar at back. That is the first place where I see everyone talking. Maybe alcohol is a 
solution. you can meet the most incredible people sitting at the bar. We do have club lounges 
with alcohol. It does work well but even there it’s hard to get peer to peer. I don’t think anyone 
is really anti-social but it’s very tough. 
I was in a fabulous place in London and I spent a day working there. It’s like Starbucks for 
grown-ups. They have live presentations going on at big tables of 12. People doing full on big 
presentations in the middle of the office. Again, I think you need to have something a bit more 
like New York Garment trade to work with. I suppose in Singapore one can build a hotel in 
financial district and focus on bonds and stocks and get bankers, traders etc. But I suppose a 
hotel is more transient compared to offices. 
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I think people are just getting more reserved. For instance, if you are sitting somewhere and 
someone comes up to u to have a conversation. You start to wonder why this person is talking 
to you, especially in foreign countries, and you are travelling on your own. You add all of these 
things together you will get wary.  
I think what you are doing is very interesting. The peer to peer interaction, I tried so many 
times but it’s not working. We have great big Harvey convention and all these guys travel in 
to talk about Harvey’s all day long. Whether they are from Brunei or Dubai, it doesn’t matter. 
Harvey is their common language. I think you just need to find a commonality and you have 
no problems at all.  
If you are an Elvis fan and I am an Elvis fan, then I trust u already. If you are sitting at the bar 
and someone starts talking to you, you start wondering if he is trying to sell you insurance. 
 
Do you think customer loyalty helps drive employee loyalty or do you think it is the other 
way around? 
I think it’s both. Again, going back to another hotel, I worked at, in HK we had a brilliant 
concierge. He knew everyone, and everyone knew him. The music in the in lobby was the 
sound of his laughter. You could hear him laughing “welcome back! Good to see you! What 
can I do for you today!” It’s just beautiful and you hear this in the lobby all the time. I think 
this bonded him to hotel and it bonded guests to hotel.  
Let’s face it, in many countries, we have annual increments based on hotel’s performance. In 
many countries we have something more powerful, that is the service charge. When you are 
thinking about which hotel you are going to work for, you immediately have to think what the 
service charge is, are they doing a great job, do they have high frequency, high loyalty, high 
repeat? Because those were the hotels who will do better than the rest in recession and they 
will do better than the rest in good days.  
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We have examples of that all around the company. City C is a good example. In City C we just 
went through a difficult June, with Ramadan and all the things happening around June, but they 
were No 1 in their concierge. That means they paid more service charge than any other hotel. 
you are feeling pretty good, the fact that you have more guest, spending more has an immediate 
impact on you. You have a higher service charge which means you earn more, and you are 
much more likely to stay.  
 
Does service charge usually go to the staff? 
Not in Singapore. We don’t pay service charge to the colleague.  
In Indonesia, Malaysia and Philippines, etc we pay service charge. For some of the countries 
like Philippines, service charge might be 60% of your salary whereas in Indonesia, it might be 
30-40% of your salary. So, if it’s a big chunk like that. One might say he/she works at the H 
Hotel, and they don’t ask if it’s a nice brand etc, they asked about the service charge. They 
compare how much service charge they earn from different hotels and will decide to leave or 
stay based on how much service charge earned. It is the driver in making decisions on where 
to stay.  
So, it’s a loop again-The Virtual cycle. We even expand it further. We start with the colleagues 
then move to guest. We say if your colleagues are happy, then your guests are happy. Then 
people come to work with a big smile on their face and they are going to turn over the best job 
they can do. They really care about the service they give and the guest they are serving. When 
guest feel that kind of service, they are going to want to come back again. Thy might even pay 
more to stay with you and that’s ultimately the test. They really love this hotel and they want 
to stay in this hotel although it is $15 more expensive than the other hotel, but they still love 
this hotel and will still come back. If they start to pay more, we pay more service charge and 
we pay more higher room rate. All of a sudden owner start to say, “I love this hotel!” They are 
 
 
 
 
182 
 
doing way better than other hotels, so I am going to build another hotel. With another hotel, 
we need colleagues to go over to open it. That means the front office manager here might 
become the rooms division manager there or the hotel manager there. So that gives you growth 
and opportunity to earn more.  
 
Do you think this is Singapore’s solution to the lack of labour in the hospitality industry? 
We looked at it and to implement it in an existing hotel is not easy. 
There are other ways. Look, let’s face it there is not just enough people. First of all, look at all 
the jobs and opportunities in Singapore. You tend to make your decision on which position and 
job to work in and many other things. It gets harder to find the right people. The workforce is 
declining. There are openings in hotels and restaurant every day. the competition for great 
people is going to get harder.  
We try to brick wall great clients and great colleagues. At the same time, we also realise they 
have to grow. If somebody doesn’t get promoted and there is no opportunity for growth, he or 
she will go, no matter how nice you are or how much you pay. You may have an executive 
sous chef who wants to be an executive chef. The executive chef has been there for 3-4 years 
and is not moving and a new hotel opens up. what can you do?  You do lose good people. That 
is the nature of any business. However, what I do is to keep tabs on good people. 
 
How do you segment your guests? 
I don’t know if you call it segment anymore. It is more like dissect. We look at everything. So, 
if you were born in Lebanon, and working in Saudi Arabia and American citizenship, what are 
you? that’s a real example, so based on your company address, we will register you as Saudi 
Arabian. Based on your passport, we will register you as a geo-segmentation of America. Based 
on your place of birth, we will recognise you as Lebanese. It is very difficult nowadays. It is 
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not like traditionally, where I was born and bred in Singapore and working for a Singapore 
company. Nowadays, globalization changes everything. 
We look at source of biz, the country where booking comes from, the nationality of the booker. 
So if I booking you from Germany but I am Australian, because I happen to live in Germany, 
that means I want Australian newspaper and television but I also want to keep an eye on 
Germany, so I want a German set Tv channel and connection to Germany in terms of my 
business. We look at source of business, which can come through wholesaler or third-party 
intermediary, or something like trip advisor, Trivago or booking.com. We look at direct 
bookings to hotel. These are Preferred customers as they go to our website. Very often, most 
hotel chains now have best priced guarantee, so they are going off the website, getting best 
price coming in.  
We look at Loyalty members, people with our loyalty card. We look at demographics like age, 
we track millennial business, we track silver surfers and cruise business. Cruise business is 
great business as these customers have lots of wealth and a lot of spending power. Actually, 
when they stay here, two days pre or post cruise, they just want to enjoy life.  They just want 
to go to restaurant for breakfast, lunch and dinner and often these guys spend more per room 
night compared to all the other guests in the hotel. They are wealthy and have time. We look 
at all of these segmentations.  
We look at Length of stay, weekend vs weekday. It is phenomenally dissected.  We look at 
business vs leisure, each of these sectors, corporate, transient sectors and all the variations. It 
is very complex. 
 
Does hotel track loyalty? 
We do. We can tell you loyalty members who are returning, what their guest satisfaction is vs 
first time guest. We can see, very often, when they are coming back, they are much happier, 
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because they are being recognised. For example, in our loyalty program, we will also ask what 
they are interested in. they might say they are interested in golf, and one of the things we offer 
our loyalty program is golf clubs for free. So, if you want to play at Sentosa, we will loan you 
for free. Or if you like to ride bicycles, we offer free ones at the hotel too. It’s a nice and 
comforting feeling 
So even though you might never ride the bicycle, you know it’s there and you can use it. you 
know the clubs are there for you to use. I’m sure you have stayed in a hotel and you said “wow 
that’s a nice pool “but you don’t swim. But yet, you won’t book a hotel without a pool because 
you may want to swim. It’s what we call the Club med effect. I go on holiday and I know I 
could sail, do archery, do squash, tennis, all these things but I basically just lie on the beach. 
But if hotel only promotes to lie in beach I will never know. 
There are a lot of loyalty and features for our loyalty guest. I think its really important. You 
may use the bicycle once in ten stays but the other nine stays you knew the bike was there. That 
already automatically gives you satisfaction. 
I take one of my favourites in the loyalty and frequent return guest program. We used to have 
a lady president and she knows which hotel the right hair dryer has, so she knows if she has to 
pack or not. In her guest history, If u can give her that, it says make sure she has a powerful 
2200Watt in her room. This makes her very happy. She stays in hotels that recognises her need 
for the hairdryer. They put it in her room before she arrives. 
The other thing we have is called Fitness, so if you like to Run or jog or workout, when we 
have your profile, we will have a pair of shorts, shirts, socks and running shoes that fits you, in 
your room, whenever u stay in any chains. So you know you don’t need to pack any exercise 
gear and it looks great in a little basket.  
It is expensive and hard to do but really drives extreme loyalty. people who travel with small 
suitcases have no space for exercise gear. the running shoes will take up huge amount of space.  
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You can imagine when guests like this and when they check out, Guest gives good feedback, 
with high ratings for satisfaction 
You also have the pure mileage junkie which is a different game. Those are people who will 
stay at a brand to gain miles. It doesn’t matter how bad or good or poorly located hotel is, they 
are going for it and there is not much you can do. 
 
Describe your guest profile. 
For us, our guest is a discerning traveller looking for bespoke experience. It is about how well 
hotel adapts and cater to them.  
 
Thank you. 
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Interview transcript for Hotelier G 
23 September 2018 
1600-1630 
GM at a flagship hotel. It’s a very special posting for me. I’m in the industry for 3X years, of 
which about 1X years as GM. I have experienced various types of hotels and various concepts. 
There are different business models. My forte is running a luxury full service hotel and 
repositioning the brand. 
 
What are the common pain points? 
It is very hard to pinpoint commonality as such amongst because these hotels are based in 
various regions. I think challenges depends on the region you work in. For example, if you are 
based in China, you have different challenges, such as language and cultural, but with 
globalization of everything and World Wide Web, nobody is remote to the experiences of 
hotels as such.  
Human interaction itself is a challenge every day because human beings are not clones of each 
other and you cannot predict how one behaves.  Today, one may behave in a positive manner, 
and tomorrow a different way. That remains to be the single most challenging aspect of this 
job.   
Other than that, in a place like Singapore where you have labour challenges or in any other 
place where you may have resource challenges-material resources.  
The biggest challenge is human factor and keeping your customers. It is getting increasingly 
competitive as customers are getting so experiential and different types of experiences. It is no 
longer that you give them a comfort when they come in. it is not in concept anymore. It is a 
different experience. So, if I am going on a vacation, I need different experience. These are 
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challenges for hoteliers. In this position, this is what I need to communicate with the team. This 
is what I need them to think; how can we be different? How can we be more competitive? 
 
When you mention human elements, do you refer to employees or customers?  
Both. 
The employees. There is a whole cycle we talk about. When an employee is unhappy, 
disgruntled and negative, he brings that in his interaction with customers. Of course, we try to 
balance with discipline and teaching and learning but all these elements sometimes don't 
combine in the end result of a happy human being. so, constantly managers are challenged to 
keep that balance despite the fact you are facing routine, facing pressure of time, facing delivery 
of service within a certain time, you still need to appear to be happy on your outlook. This is 
what you present to guests.  
It could be a bad day, where you are pushed around by your colleagues, or you could be still 
standing in the queue and didn't have time for lunch or whatever. These are little things that 
can add up and these do pull the employees down. They will be tired and fatigued. We need to 
balance that. That is the biggest challenge. 
 
You mentioned attributes are no longer sufficient. Do you mean tangibles such as image 
of hotel, clean room, clean bed, bed facilities?  
Absolutely. There has to be an emotional bonding. It is very important to emotionally get 
customers to be bonded to your profile, image, service, hotel, whatever you are providing. 
There has be an emotional aspect. If you look at successful scenarios, living example of Apple, 
an example that touches all of us.  They call it a community space as they want the people who 
come in not just to experience the mobile phone, but to share it. They take a picture and they 
share it with you and the person sitting here. I think it is a great concept. Basically, they are 
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selling a gadget, so it is the same thing for hotels. People are not looking for that particular 
aspect. They are now looking for an emotional surprise, the gelling has to be an emotional 
gelling, or otherwise, you could be any hotel. 
 
Do you have some examples of emotional bonding of customers? 
Not big examples but small ones. A reason why a guest or customer chooses a hotel is either 
he is facilitating his business and is here for an appointment or it is a special occasion, which 
is easier to manage because on special occasions you are emotionally more bare, more sensory 
and focused. It could be a birthday, anniversary, so your senses are more aware. Whereas if 
you are going to a business meeting, your senses may be closed because you are focused on 
making the deal happen. Anything that we do, if I may give you an example, sometimes there is 
a project which a new start-up wants to come in.  
If we were a hotel catering to start-up e.g. textile, if we have done our research and we have 
available resources to say we have a library and look at the availability, etc... The guest will be 
quite surprised as what he probably has to do on google is available to him as a reference or 
what are the other businesses looking out for someone like him. Abit of that, coming to the 
guest is done by us, in the know kind. We give him the in the know, so we let him know we 
are aware he comes in to start up the new textile business and we give him the key features and 
the big buyers in Singapore. A lot of research is done for him and he feels valued, that the hotel 
understands what he is doing here, and why and they are going a step ahead, delivering this. 
This is just one aspect, from the business perspective. 
From the other aspect, for example we have beautiful bar up in the hotel. For people who has 
a long day if we can let them relax and give them recognition, to come in to chill. It helps as 
well. 
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Recognition from the staff? 
Recognition from the staff, so they know this person has a long day, trying to make deal happen. 
They address guest by name and serve him his favourite drink. This syncs up the whole thing. 
His business is successful, and he feels relaxed by the staff who interacts with him and ask him 
about his day. The physical atmosphere is good. This is emotional bonding for guest.  
 
What do you think in your experience are determinants of customer satisfaction, other 
than the physical attributes? 
Customer satisfaction, it is an individual opinion. It is not about the basic bed or basic bathroom 
or room is clean. Nobody sees this anymore, especially when u walk through doors of certain 
brands or certain hotel. If you walk through hotel 81, it’s a different standard. If you walk 
through Waldolf Astoria it’s a different standard. Immediately, the customer mind-set changes 
and he start comparing with something else. So, I think attributes of customer satisfaction is 
really knowing what he is looking for. It is not about delivering the basic concept. The knowing 
what you are looking for, is up to the hotel to find out more about and to deliver that ahead of 
him, is customer satisfaction, really.  
 
Do you think when customers feel a sense of community from camaraderie, it will increase 
satisfaction and hence increase loyalty? 
It could increase satisfaction. Loyalty these days it’s hard because there are so many loyalty 
programs and I personally feel that customers are looking for value, more than loyalty. While 
yes, there are people who likes the way it has always been, and this is loyalty. For instance, 
they may like a room a certain way, comfortably appointed and situated, and we cater to it, but 
the younger customers, Millennials and silver customers want to try something new all the 
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time. There is no loyalty. Let me correct that, it is not about no loyalty, but people do change 
when they see something new, but community spaces can engage them more. 
 
So it might draw them to come back again, after they try all the new things? 
Yes. It engages them more. That is when they could try ten different things but where there is 
an emotional bond as well, this where they will go, where they will be loyal. But these days, 
there are so many loyalty programs, it doesn't bring me to a particular place for lunch daily. I 
get points etc., but do they really have my loyalty? No. I am so aware of what is going on 
around me I do want to experience different F&B concepts. But yes, social space, engaging 
them socially, could be the direction.  
 
Do you think positive emotions generated from camaraderie could increase customer 
satisfaction and loyalty? 
Yes. I am not so sure about loyalty. It may tip it a little, but definitely, satisfaction will increase.  
 
Let’s talk about corporate social responsibility. Do you think customers perception of 
CSR will increase customer satisfaction and increase loyalty? 
It does influence their mind set but whether it changes their mind set, I’m not so sure, as it is 
hard to measure. Even if we do try to measure how many guests come back because of CSR as 
we have a high profile of it, I don't know. I know increasingly customers are conscious of the 
influence of CSR. Companies more involved in CSR are seen to be better companies. There 
are people who make a choice based on CSR but it is hard to gauge. It hasn't been a movement 
yet to be able to see a swing towards that side. But yes, I personally read about companies on 
what they are doing and what their profile is. If I have to pick between two, I’ll pick the ones 
with higher CSR moment.  
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Do you think customer loyalty helps drive employee loyalty or do you think it is the other 
way around? 
They are linked for sure and, from experience, I think employee loyalty drives and contributes 
to customer loyalty. If I have longer staying employees, and they are loyal to the company, 
they add to the profile, brand and brand image positively and I have experienced that in a 
couple of hotels I work.  
 
They become brand ambassadors. The guest recognises them each time he comes back. He 
knows that ABC is still here and how wonderfully he looks after him, etc. but if employee 
loyalty is not there, customer recognition falls short. If customer recognition falls short, 
whereby you don't recognise that the customer came by last week and who he is, that your 
favourite drink is a nice cup of tea or whatever, then the customer feels less valued.  
 
So keeping the employee happy like what was mentioned just now, will lead to employee 
loyalty which in turn leads to customer loyalty?   
Yes. 
 
We mentioned previously the three types of social spaces, 1. Creating camaraderie for 
customer to customer interaction, 2. Creating a network to cater to a specific segment 
e.g.; start-ups, 3. Customer to employee interaction. Which one would you think is most 
relevant in creating customer satisfaction? 
 
Customer to employee interaction is most important. 
No 2 will be customer to customer interaction. In a hotel, it is hard to control this guest 
influence on another because we are not in control of their influence of one another unless we 
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have someone there.  This guy may decide to be quiet, to have a quiet drink and watch people, 
not wanting to interact. 
 
Employees, we teach and train them that when there is a customer within their space, you must 
engage them positively. They must ask about their day. So, the employee engagement or 
interaction with customer is far more important in creating the atmosphere. 
 
What are the different types of travellers? 
We have different categories. We categorise customers by demographics. Each group has 
different expectations. They look for different comfort levels. The younger people look for 
more exciting concepts. In a hotel like this one, demographics is one which we look at. 
We also look at if they are here for leisure or for business. This helps us to understand their 
mind-set and how much time they have. If they are on leisure, they have those couple of 
minutes extra to interact. That gives opportunities to our staff to interact with them on a lighter 
basis. But if they are business guests, obviously, we don't want to intrude upon their time as 
they may be rushing for meetings or may be preparing for something. Here, we train our staff 
to step back and just make sure they are getting what they are looking for and try to anticipate 
as much.  
 
We also categorise them according to regions, geographical. Different communities coming 
from different countries do have different expectations. For example, we have a good profile 
from Indonesia, so our staff needs to understand what they are looking for, the food to the 
comfort level in the room to the amenities. We need to be geared for them. Or we have people 
coming from China. What are they looking for? Generally, they are looking for the place to go 
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for the best shopping or best food. Whatever they are looking for, we focus on that and we 
categorise our guest in that manner. I think these are the main categories.  
 
In terms of demographics, age is more important. Age overrides gender. Gender is not so 
important these days. You no longer need a gentlemen corner or ladies’ corner.  
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
